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The purpose of this phenomenological study was to examine the implications of 
the low numbers of identified gifted young, historically underrepresented students. The 
research questions that guided this study were: what are educators’ experiences of the 
gifted identification process of young, historically underrepresented students? What are 
parents’ experiences of the gifted identification process for their young, historically 
underrepresented child? 
Participants were parents of a student from an underrepresented population 
(American Indian or Alaskan Native, Latinx, Black or African American, and Native 
Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander) identified gifted in second grade or younger or 
educators who were involved in the gifted identification process for underrepresented, 
young students. Participants completed a survey, and some opted into participating in a 
focus group specific parents or educators. 
The themes that emerged in this study were advocacy, barriers to gifted 
identification for gifted, young, historically underrepresented students, cultural 
mismatches, and testing for gifted identification as a barrier and support for gifted, young 
underrepresented students. Through the lens of GiftedCrit™ (Greene, 2017), the 
researcher presents implications related to the persistent systemic racism evident in this 
phenomenon and recommendations to improve systems and structures in the gifted 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 
“It is long overdue that we disrupt inequity in gifted education to ensure no 
child’s intellectual, academic, and artistic promise and potential go untapped” (Wright & 
Ford, 2017, p. 115). To truly disrupt the inequity, it is essential to recognize the problem, 
review the related literature, conduct thorough research based on a gap in the literature, 
examine and analyze the collected data, and draw actionable conclusions from the entire 
process. This process begins with the information provided in Chapter One and includes a 
description of the problem of practice, the researcher’s personal context, an overview of 
the methodology for the study, and presents the purpose statement and research questions 
to provide a foundation for the subsequent literature review. 
Persistent Problem of Practice 
The widespread issue of the lack of proportionate representation from all racial 
and ethnic groups in gifted education in the United States is often discussed and 
investigated (Borland, 2004; Goings & Ford, 2018; Moore et al., 2005; Wright et al., 
2017). The rate students of color are being identified as gifted is disproportionate to their 
pupil percentage representation within the education system of the country. “Black and 
Hispanic students are less than half as likely to be in gifted programs as White students” 
(Callahan, 2005, p. 98). The rate of gifted identification related to their populations’ 
representation in both Colorado and the United States continues to be disproportionate 





According to the Office of Civil Rights’ (OCR) data, “In 2012, 7.6% of White 
K−12 students participated in gifted and talented programs nationwide, compared with 
only 3.6% of Blacks, 4.6% of Hispanics, and 1.8% of English learners” (Card & 
Giuliano, 2016, p.13678). When considering disproportionality, the following example is 
just one of the many similar data sets that can be seen year after year in the United States 
according to the U.S. Department of Education: 
Data from the Office for Civil Rights (OCR) at the U.S. Department of Education 
reveal that as of 2009, African American students constitute 16.7% of the student 
population but just 9.8% of students in gifted programs. Similarly, Hispanic 
students constitute 22.3% of students but only 15.4% of students receiving gifted 
services. (2010) 
 
In seeking proportionality, the gifted percentages should mirror the demographics 
of the district or administrative unit. An administrative unit (AU) is “a school district, 
board of cooperative services, multi-district administrative unit, or the State Charter 
School Institute, that is providing educational services to exceptional children and that is 
responsible for the local administration of these rules” (CDE, 2015). In Colorado, the 
demographics of students identified gifted do not mirror those of the percentages of 
students in total pupil enrollment in the state (CDE, 2018). Table 1.1 compares the total 
Colorado student enrollment by ethnicity (“AU Count”) demographics with the 







Colorado Gifted and Talented Demographics Summary (CDE, 2018) 
 
 
Major disproportionalities exist as 53.4% of the students in Colorado are White, 
but 71% of the identified gifted students are White (CDE, 2018a). In comparison, the AU 
is made up of 33.6% Latinx students, but the gifted population is almost half at 16.3% 
(CDE, 2018a). Consistent overrepresentation occurs in White, Multi-race and Asian 
demographics, while consistent underrepresentation is present for students from Native 
American, Black, Latino and Hispanic, and Hawaiian ethnicities in Colorado (CDE, 
2018a). Demographic information regarding the number of identified gifted students in 
second grade or younger, which more specifically pertains to this study, was not available 
at the state or national level.  
Many districts in Colorado use assessments called universal screenings as a way 
to combat teacher bias in referring underrepresented students to gifted programming 
(Card & Giuliano, 2016, p. 13679; CDE, 2018a). “‘Universal screening’ means the 
systematic assessment of ALL students within a grade level for identifying students with 
exceptional ability or potential, especially students from traditionally underrepresented 
populations” (Colorado Office of Gifted Education, 2019, p. 12). While universal 
screenings are not required, the Colorado Office of Gifted Education strongly encourages 
AUs to use them (CDE, 2018a). The Naglieri Nonverbal Abilities Test (NNAT3) and the 
Cognitive Abilities Test Form 7 (CogAT7) are the two most widely used universal 
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screening instruments in Colorado and are described in more depth in the next chapter 
(Colorado Office of Gifted Education, 2019, p.15). Despite their claims to have the 
reliability to identify students of color at the same rate as white students, 
disproportionality persists (Naglieri & Ford, 2005; Lohman, 2011; CDE, 2018). The 
persistent problem of practice regarding the lack of equity in gifted identification (and 
subsequently programming) is a viable issue to build research upon due to its link to 
social justice and equity in our education system. The impact of research tied to this 
problem has the potential to positively affect the most historically underrepresented 
populations in gifted education. 
The rest of this chapter will provide information regarding the personal interest of 
the research topic to the researcher and more detailed descriptions of the research 
questions and methodology. The voice in this chapter will switch between third and first-
person when describing personal context related to the study. 
Personal Context 
My career in education has always been situated with a focus on the promotion of 
equity in public school settings. I am currently in my tenth year as an educator wherein I 
have held a variety of roles. Before I held a teaching degree, I worked in an inclusive 
preschool where each class was purposefully designed so that half the students in each 
class were typically developing and the other half had developmental delays. In addition, 
I worked as a kindergarten paraprofessional in a large urban district in Colorado. I was 
working between these jobs when I finished my bachelor’s degree in English with a 
minor I created called “Multicultural Education of the Young Child.” During the pursuit 
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of this minor, I selected classes that prepared me to teach preschool and explored classes 
in the history of multiple cultures, psychology, social justice, and sociology.  
After my bachelor's degree, I completed a master’s degree in Curriculum and 
Instruction with an emphasis in Culturally and Linguistically Diverse Education. I 
completed my apprentice teaching in the same urban school district where I was a 
paraprofessional. The class I taught was a lovely group of bilingual students who helped 
push my practice to teach more effectively. This was my first experience with gifted 
education within this district as I saw a small group of students being pulled out of class 
each week for a gifted small group meeting. Interestingly, the gifted teacher never spoke 
to the general education teacher and the general education teacher was not doing anything 
different in his practice based on anyone’s giftedness. I found out later that none of these 
students who were receiving pull out gifted programming were actually formally 
identified gifted. This really had me wondering more about the system and gifted 
education identification procedures. 
The next three years of my career were spent as a classroom teacher in a small, 
suburban school district in Colorado. I taught fourth and fifth grades looping with the 
class as I remained their teacher for two years in a row. During this time, I had a diverse 
class with many cultures represented. Despite this diversity, a third of my students were 
identified gifted prior to reaching me as their teacher. All of the identified students were 
White. I couldn’t help but notice this disproportionality and it made me even more 
curious as to what was contributing to this glaring equity issue. I was able to differentiate 
my instruction for my gifted students and their peers who were not identified gifted but 
were ready for the same level of depth and acceleration in the work. As a classroom 
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teacher, I made the decision to group students through ongoing formative assessments 
and pre-assessments and not through their district-given labels. I had students who were 
working on their Advanced Learning Plans (ALPs) that were formally entered into our 
school district’s system and students who were not identified as gifted working on their 
own version of the ALP. During my time at this district, the Director of Gifted Education 
in the district encouraged me to seek my gifted education endorsement. She later invited 
me to apply for a job as a gifted teacher in another district.  
After three years as a classroom teacher, I accepted a position as a gifted and 
talented itinerant teacher back in the large urban district where I had previously been a 
paraprofessional and apprentice teacher. As an itinerant gifted teacher, I spent my time 
supporting gifted identification and programming between four schools. Three of my 
schools were those where 99% of the school population was students of color, over half 
of the students were bilingual, and over 90% qualified for Free/Reduced Lunch (FRL) 
rates. My fourth school was one with about 60% white students, 40% Hispanic, less than 
10% bilingual student, and 50% FRL rate. It was striking to me that no students were 
identified gifted at the first three schools I outlined, while the final school I described had 
about ten identified gifted students and all were white.  
Within my role as an itinerant gifted teacher, I finally had the chance to more 
closely investigate and learn the gifted identification process in this state. I was 
committed to identifying students from underrepresented populations. This process was 
frustrating because I had students who I believed were gifted and were not being 
identified through the traditional pathways. I administered the universal screenings, yet I 
rarely had a student with a qualifying cognitive score each year from the schools with 
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majority students of color. In contrast, the other school had five to ten students scoring 
the gifted range each year. I pursued gifted identification through other pathways that did 
not require a cognitive score to identify students, but I knew I was still missing students 
as the numbers of identified students still were not representative of the school’s 
demographics. I began to work more with teachers to help them understand the 
characteristics of gifted students from outside the non-dominant culture and the gifted 
identification process. Throughout my years supporting these schools, I realized the 
disproportionality was worse in the younger grades. I knew this was just my experience 
in these schools and it had me wondering if this was a more widespread issue. 
After three years as an itinerant gifted teacher, I recently accepted a position as a 
district-level gifted education coordinator where I get to affect change in gifted 
programming, identification, and policies at the district level. In addition, I support many 
gifted teachers who are working through the same frustrating problems that I ran into 
when trying to identify more students from underrepresented populations as gifted. The 
difference is that the targeted support I can provide has afforded me the ability to 
potentially affect more gifted students. I am truly enjoying this position and the constant 
problem solving that we, as a team, are encouraged to dive into each day. 
Through my experiences in education, I realized pursuing a doctoral degree could 
give me the opportunity to more deeply investigate the state’s gifted identification 
process specifically for young, historically underrepresented populations. I entered the 
program with a general idea of my topic and was able to hone it down into what it has 
become in this report. The experiences I had as an educator prior to beginning my 
doctoral research had a notable influence on the topic selection and methodology for my 
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study. I have a high interest and investment in this study. The resulting implications have 
the potential to significantly impact the work I do each day as a gifted education 
coordinator. 
Research Methodology 
This qualitative study utilized the phenomenological research approach. A 
phenomenological study “describes common meaning for several individuals of their 
lived experiences of a concept or phenomenon” (Creswell, 2013, p. 76). The researcher 
studied the phenomenon of the gifted identification process in Colorado for young gifted 
students from historically underrepresented populations through the perspective of 
parents/guardians and educators involved in the identification process. The purpose of 
phenomenological studies is to develop a “composite description of the essence of the 
experience for all of the individuals” (Creswell, 2013, p. 76).   
The phenomenological approach is most suited for this study because the 
investigation of the experience of the identification process would result in different data 
than an evaluation of the identification process as it is described in the state’s law without 
the consideration of the actual human experience. Donna Ford (2011) presents, “The less 
we know about others, the more we make up. The more we know about others, the less 
we make up.” This quote directly relates to the researcher’s choice to use the 
phenomenological research approach. Assumptions about the experience of the 
identification process in Colorado are not suitable. It is through learning about the 
experience that data can be collected in a meaningful way that will positively impact the 
gifted education community. 
 9 
The researcher aimed to investigate the experience of the gifted identification 
process for young, historically underrepresented gifted students through the 
parents/guardians and district staff involved in the process. The people involved in this 
process hold different roles. The researcher sought participation from two groups: 
parents/guardians of a student from a historically underrepresented population who was 
identified as gifted in second grade or younger and district staff members who have direct 
experience in identifying young students from underrepresented populations. It is 
important to gather data from different perspectives as it gives the opportunity for the 
experience to be explored through the lens of both the parent and educators who have 
experienced this phenomenon. Parents and district staff do not have the same experience 
of the gifted identification process and this difference in experience helped the researcher 
have a better understanding of the phenomenon itself and provided the opportunity to 
examine the implications of the underrepresentation of identified gifted young, 
historically underrepresented students. 
Participants for this study (parents and educators) have been recruited from three 
separate school districts in Colorado: one urban, one suburban, and one rural district. The 
researcher was intentional in the selection of districts for this research. The purpose was 
not to compare the results of the data between types of school districts. The purpose of 
utilizing recruitment from three school districts was to increase the variety of experiences 
and responses. While the Colorado Department of Education (CDE) has specific laws 
within the Exceptional Children’s Education Act (2015) and guidance outlining gifted 
education and programming, the way the districts interpret and act upon these laws 
manifest in different ways. The researcher sought the most robust understanding of the 
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experience of the gifted identification process through the recruitment of participants 
from three different school districts in the state. 
The participating school districts have not been explicitly named in order to keep 
confidentiality and the same applies to the specific participants in the study. In contrast, 
the researcher chose to name the state of Colorado as the specific state for the research in 
this study. The reason for this choice is due to the state-specific nature of the gifted 
education laws and subsequent experiences of the participants. All the information 
regarding the gifted identification process is specific to Colorado and the Exceptional 
Children’s Education Act (2015) which outlines the laws regarding gifted identification 
and programming in the state. The experiences explored are related specifically to the 
state’s gifted education laws and this knowledge helped to better inform the reader 
regarding any related generalizations or implications of the results.  
Statement of Purpose 
The purpose of this phenomenological study was to examine the implications of 
the low numbers of identified gifted young, historically underrepresented students. 
Research Questions 
The research was guided by two overarching research questions: 
• What are educators’ experiences of the gifted identification process of young, 
historically underrepresented students?  
• What are parents’ experiences of the gifted identification process for their young, 
historically underrepresented child?  
These questions provided the direction of data collection and analysis and the foundation 
for future recommendations. 
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Summary 
The persistent problem of practice with evidence from national and state data 
regarding rates of underrepresentation along with the researcher’s personal experience 
have been explored in this chapter to frame the subsequent information in this 
dissertation in practice. In Chapter Two, the researcher will justify the persistent problem 



















CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW 
The literature review in this chapter provides a framework for this 
phenomenological study examining the phenomenon of the gifted identification process 
for young, historically underrepresented gifted students. The following comprehensive 
topics are discussed: definitions of giftedness, demographics of students in relation to 
gifted identification, data from Colorado with regard to identification of gifted students, 
cognitive assessments for screening young students for giftedness, the rationale for gifted 
identification at a young age, and Critical Race Theory as a theoretical framework for the 
study.  
Empirical evidence related to the problem of practice is offered throughout the 
discussion of these topics. The purpose of this phenomenological study was to examine 
the implications of the low numbers of identified gifted young, historically 
underrepresented students. This review of literature is not meant to summarize all the 
pieces of data related to the aforementioned topics; rather, it is a comprehensive 
examination of literature related to the identification of gifted young, historically 
underrepresented students, especially in Colorado.  
Definitions 
This study will use terms with meanings that can vary. The following list provides 





• African American and Black refers interchangeably to people who identify as 
“having origins in any of the Black racial groups of Africa” (United States Census 
Bureau, 2018). 
• Multiracial or biracial is used to describe people who identify as part of more 
than one racial group (Oxford Dictionary, 2019). 
• Culturally, linguistically diverse learners are defined as students who come from 
a home environment where a language other than English is spoken and whose 
cultural values and background may differ from the mainstream culture (NCTE, 
2005). 
• Historically underrepresented refers to the populations of students who have been 
underrepresented in gifted identification and programming as reported over time 
by the Office of Civil Rights in the United States (Wright et al., 2017; United 
States Education Office for Civil Rights, 2018). The groups included for the 
purpose of this study are American Indian or Alaskan Native, Latinx, Black or 
African American, and Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander.  
• Identification refers to the label of gifted being formally bestowed on an 
individual through a school district who has followed the Colorado Department of 
Education’s (or respective state’s) policies and guidelines for qualification (CDE, 
2018a). 
• Latinx is a term used to describe people who identify as being from “Latin 
American origin or descent (used as a gender-neutral or non-binary alternative to 
Latino or Latina)” (Oxford Dictionary, 2019). 
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• Poverty is defined as living below the threshold of living conditions as set by the 
US federal government (United States Census Bureau, 2018). 
• White refers to “a person having origins in any of the original peoples of Europe, 
the Middle East, or North Africa” (United States Census Bureau, 2018). 
• Young is used to refer to children ages three to eight for the purpose of this study 
based on the adoption of National Association for Gifted Children’s position that 
“Early childhood gifted education focuses on recognizing, developing, and 
nurturing the strengths and talents of all children age 3 through 8” (National 
Association for Gifted Children, 2006, p. 1). 
Definitions of Giftedness  
In 1972, the historic Marland Report was released in which a federal definition for 
giftedness was revealed for the first time (Jolly & Robins, 2016). The definition from the 
Marland Report (1972) is as follows:  
Gifted and talented children are those identified by professionally qualified 
persons who by virtue of outstanding abilities are capable of high performance. 
These are children who require differentiated educational programs and services 
beyond those normally provided by the regular school program in order to realize 
their contribution to self and society. Children capable of high performance 
include those with demonstrated achievement and/or potential ability in any of the 
following areas: 
1. General intellectual ability 
2. Specific academic ability 
3. Creative or productive thinking 
4. Leadership ability 
5. Visual and performing arts 
6. Psychomotor ability (p. 2)  
 
While the United States’ federal government recognizes giftedness as a special 
population, the definition for giftedness varies by state, if a definition is adopted at all 
(NAGC, 2016). The definition from the federal government is not largely different from 
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Colorado’s definition.  The CDE presented the following definition in the Exceptional 
Children’s Educational Act (2016) for use within the state of Colorado:  
Gifted and Talented Children means those persons between the ages of four and 
twenty-one whose abilities, talents, and potential for accomplishment are so 
exceptional or developmentally advanced that they require special provisions to 
meet their educational programming needs. Gifted and talented children are 
hereafter referred to as gifted students. Children under five who are gifted may 
also be provided with early childhood special educational services. Gifted 
students include gifted students with disabilities (i.e. twice exceptional) and 
students with exceptional abilities or potential from all socio- economic and 
ethnic, cultural populations. Gifted students are capable of high performance, 
exceptional production, or exceptional learning behavior by virtue of any or a 
combination of these areas of giftedness: 
General or Specific Intellectual Ability 
Specific Academic Aptitude 
Creative or Productive Thinking 
Leadership Abilities 
Visual Arts, Performing Arts, Musical or Psychomotor Abilities. (pp.104-105) 
 
For the purpose of this study, the definition that will be utilized is the preceding 
one adopted by the Colorado Department of Education and the subsequent identification 
policies as stated in the Exceptional Children’s Education Act (2016). The researcher 
chose to rely on this definition because all research completed in this study was 
conducted in Colorado which means all related identification policies and procedures 
were directly connected to the state law. 
Definition of Young, Historically underrepresented  
In their article, “Addressing the Achievement Gap Between Minority and 
Nonminority Children by Increasing Access to Gifted Programs” Olszewski-Kubilius et 
al. (2004) indicate that “The lack of identification of gifted minority children contributes 
to the overall minority achievement gap in the U.S. and is a significant waste of talent 
and ability” (p. 29). For the purpose of this study, the term young, historically 
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underrepresented refers to students age three to eight who have been historically 
underrepresented in gifted programming according to the Office of Civil Rights’ (OCR) 
data collection over time. The OCR continues to conduct the Civil Right Data Collection 
(CRDC) on a regular basis. The historically underrepresented populations were 
determined from the CRDC’s historical data. The CRDC was conducted during the 
following years: 2000, 2004, 2006, 2009-10, 2011-12, 2013-14, and 2015-16 (United 
States Education Office for Civil Rights, 2018). All the data is publicly available and was 
utilized in determining historically underrepresented populations.  
For the purpose of this study, disproportionality refers to when the percentage of a 
specific identified gifted population is not proportionate to the population’s percentage 
represented in the whole group (Ford, 2014; McBee, 2006). In seeking proportionality, 
the percentage of Latinx gifted students should mirror the demographics of the Latinx 
students in the nation. In 2013, 24.8% of all students in the United States were Latinx; 
however, only 18% of all students in gifted programming were Latinx (OCR, 2018). This 
indicates an underrepresentation that has persisted throughout the years. In Table 2.1, the 
CRDC data from the school year 2013-14 is compiled to indicate the years in which each 














2013-14 Percentage of Students Enrolled in Gifted Programming and Entire Nation 
(OCR, 2018) 
 
Race/Ethnicity  Percent in 
schools 
nationwide 







American Indian or 
Alaskan Native 
1.1 0.8 -0.3% 
Asian 4.8 9.6 +4.8% 
Latinx 24.8 18.0 -6.7% 
Black or African 
American 
15.5 9.9 -7.1% 
White 50.4 58.2 +9.1% 
Native Hawaiian or 
Other Pacific Islander 
0.4 0.3 -0.1% 
Two or More Races 3.0 3.2 +0.2% 
 
Table 2.1 represents a compilation of data for one of the years reviewed in order 
to determine qualification for the term historically underrepresented. The researcher 
compiled all the data since the OCR began conducting the CRDC in 2000 to determine 
which student populations would be considered historically underrepresented. According 
to national data from the OCR (2018) from these school years: 2000, 2004, 2006, 2009-
10, 2011-12, 2013-14, and 2015-16, the following groups will have the designation of 
historically underrepresented for the purposes of this study: American Indian or Alaskan 
Native, Latinx, Black or African American, and Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific 
Islander. 
Although the data used to determine which groups to include as historically 
underrepresented was based on national statistics, it is important to note that this 
underrepresentation occurs at the state level as well. The Colorado Department of 
Education (CDE) also released its most recent demographics related to gifted 
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programming participation. See Table 1.1: Colorado Gifted and Talented Demographic 
Summary (CDE, 2018) to review. The problem of underrepresentation persists at the state 
and national levels (CDE, 2018a). The researcher chose to use national data because of 
accessibility to historical data reaching back to the year 2000.  
Identification of Young Gifted Students in Colorado 
Each state creates specific policies and guidelines for the identification of gifted 
students (NAGC, 2016). In Colorado, there are several pathways for formal 
identification. The three main pathways are: general intellectual ability, specific academic 
aptitude, and specific talent aptitudes (CDE, 2018a). Within the latter two pathways, 
there are many specific areas of identification one can be identified whether it be an 
academic subject (math, reading, science, social studies, writing, world language) or a 
talent area (creative or productive thinking, dance, leadership, music, performing arts, 
visual arts, psychomotor) (CDE, 2018a). Specifically designated pathways to gifted 
identification for young students do not exist. Any of the pathways can be followed in 
order to officially identify a student as gifted if the policies are followed correctly. 
The first step in gifted identification is the referral. Any teacher, parent, coach, or 
other adult can refer the child for gifted identification. Students also have the right to 
refer themselves to begin the process of determining gifted identification (Colorado 
Office of Gifted Education, 2019). Additionally, the results of a universal screening 
assessment may trigger a referral (Colorado Office of Gifted Education, 2019). 
Regardless of the person who initiates the referral, the AU has 30 days from the referral 
to make a determination on the next steps and communicate this to the family of the child 
(Colorado Office of Gifted Education, 2019).   
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According to CDE’s (2019) “Gifted Identification Guidance Handbook,” the 
identification process is usually not linear. A variety of pathways to collect data toward 
formal identification, including both qualitative and quantitative data, are valued in 
building a Body of Evidence (BOE) toward formal identification. “A body of evidence 
considers intellectual, academic, and talent areas through use of multiple sources and 
types of data” (Colorado Office of Gifted Education, 2019, p. 7). The CDE recognizes 
both criterion-referenced and norm-referenced tests, as well as performance evaluation, 
observation scales, interviews, and anecdotal records (Colorado Office of Gifted 
Education, 2019). 
CDE’s “Gifted Identification Guidance Handbook” (2019) details the 
comprehensive process regarding gifted students’ identification. In addition, this resource 
refers to several ways to support the identification of underrepresented populations 
(Colorado Office of Gifted Education, 2019, p. 12). According to this resource, one way 
to boost the identification of underrepresented populations is through the use of local 
norms. Using local norms means to set an identifiable gifted scored upon the scores in the 
school or region of the district, a much smaller population than a national norm (Stewart 
and Silberglitt, 2008). The following is an example of building-level local norms: if the 
highest score on the universal screener for a school was in the 89th percentile, a decision 
could be made to determine that any scores in the top fifth percentile of that school (84th 
to 89th percentile) would qualify a student for gifted programming. This is just one 
example of how local norms can be utilized to better service gifted students from all 
backgrounds. Stewart and Silberglitt (2008) make the following distinction: 
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Published, nationally normed tests compare a student’s performance to peers from 
the same age or grade from across the United States. However, local norms 
provide a snapshot of the everyday educational context of a particular student. 
Local norms involve the systematic collection of reliable and valid data on a local 
population. They allow teachers and others to compare a student to peers in the 
same classroom, curriculum, instructional group, grade, school, or district (Shinn, 
1988; Deno, 2003). (p. 225)  
 
In Colorado, a district or AU may decide to use local norms in order to identify students 
within the district, but this identification would not be honored as portable to other 
districts or states (Colorado Office of Gifted Education, 2019, p. 7). Ultimately, the 
choice to use local norms lies within the district itself; however, when we consider that 
“in 2016, 42.4% [and 2014] of schools  in the United States identified zero students as 
gifted, thereby implying students had no access to gifted services at those schools” the 
use of local norms has the potential to significantly impact the service of gifted students 
(Peters et al., 2019). 
Universal Screenings 
The CDE also encourages the use of universal screenings in order to help boost 
referrals for students who are historically underrepresented. “‘Universal screening’ means 
the systematic assessment of ALL students within a grade level for identifying students 
with exceptional ability or potential, especially students from traditionally 
underrepresented populations” (Colorado Office of Gifted Education, 2019, p. 12). While 
the screenings are not required, they are strongly encouraged by the state (CDE, 2018a). 
The state offers a Universal Screening Qualified Personnel Grant to help offset the cost of 
the testing and encourages AUs to utilize this method toward more equitable 
identification practices (CDE, 2017).  
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The two most widely used universal screening instruments in Colorado are the 
Naglieri Nonverbal Ability Test (NNAT) and the Cognitive Abilities Test (CogAT) 
(Colorado Office of Gifted Education, 2019, p. 15). The Kingore Observation Inventory 
(KOI) and the Teacher’s Observation of Potential in Students (TOPS) are the two most 
commonly used qualitative screeners (Colorado Office of Gifted Education, 2019, p. 15). 
The NNAT and CogAT are cognitive tests that provide a nationally normed percentile 
ranking, whereas the qualitative screeners (KOI and TOPS) are scored and analyzed by 
teachers in order to refer students for additional data collection. For the purpose of this 
study, an exploration of the NNAT and CogAT are described because the tests are two of 
the most widely used to identify students as gifted in Colorado and are the tests used in 
all the districts who participated in this research study (Colorado Office of Gifted 
Education, 2019, p.15). 
Naglieri Nonverbal Assessment (NNAT) 
The NNAT was designed by Jack A. Naglieri in 2004 and is published by Pearson 
Education (Pearson Education, 2019). According to its publisher, the NNAT “provides a 
nonverbal, culturally neutral assessment of general ability ideal for diverse student 
populations” (Pearson Education, 2019). Naglieri refers to himself as “the author of the 
Naglieri NonVerbal Ability Test and a psychologist who has examined the role 
intelligence tests can play in the identification of diverse populations of gifted children” 
(Naglieri & Ford, 2005, p. 29). This 30-minute, timed test assesses only nonverbal ability 
(Naglieri & Ford, 2005). “The test stimuli are printed in white, black, blue, and yellow 
using culturally neutral shapes and designs, and items are clustered into four groups: 
Pattern Completion, Reasoning by Analogy, Serial Reasoning, and Spatial Visualization” 
 22 
(Edmonds, 2015). The test has no written language and the directions are given orally 
(Pearson Education, 2019). The directions are provided in English and Spanish (Pearson 
Education, 2019). 
While Naglieri has authored and co-authored many articles on the validity and 
reliability of the NNAT in relation to cross-cultural reliability, cultural fairness, gender, 
and comparisons within demographic groups (Balboni et al., 2010; Naglieri et al., 2004; 
Rojahn, & Naglieri,  2006; Naglieri, & Ronning, 2000; Naglieri & Ford, 2005; Naglieri 
& Ford, 2015), the researcher was unable to find any research around the topic of the 
developmental appropriateness of the NNAT specifically for young students. While the 
test is designed for use in kindergarten through twelfth grades, the gap in the literature 
also includes no data regarding the NNAT’s reliability and validity specific to children 
eight years old and younger. 
Cognitive Abilities Test (CogAT) 
David Lohman is the lead creator for the CogAT test which is published by 
Houghton Mifflin Harcourt. The publisher describes the test as a “psychometrically-
sound and valid instrument for identifying gifted and talented students from all cultural 
and linguistic backgrounds” (Houghton Mifflin Harcourt, 2019). Lohman is the recipient 
of many distinguished awards and “has been internationally recognized for his research in 
assessing cognitive abilities and helping teachers use information to improve student 
learning” (Houghton Mifflin Harcourt, 2019). In contrast to the NNAT’s single domain 
assessment, the CogAT contains three separate batteries: verbal, quantitative, and 
nonverbal within which there are three related subsections (Houghton Mifflin Harcourt, 
2019). This timed test does include verbal instructions for how to approach the questions 
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(with a Spanish language audio option), but reading is required within the verbal section 
(Houghton Mifflin Harcourt, 2019). 
Some research exists in relation to the effective use of the CogAT for young 
students. Carman et al. (2018) research titled, “Using the Cognitive Abilities Test 
(CogAT) 7 Nonverbal Battery to Identify the Gifted/Talented: An Investigation of 
Demographic Effects and Norming Plans,” analyzed the “CogAT7 nonverbal battery 
scores of kindergartners from a very large urban school district with a high minority, low 
socioeconomic status, and high English language learner population to determine the 
relationships between demographic variables and CogAT performance” (p. 1). The 
results indicate “the use of a nonverbal assessment did not eliminate group differences, 
which aligns with the results previously found in the literature” (Carman et al., 2018, p. 
204). The authors state that this is an unsurprising fact given that Lohman himself said 
the use of the CogAT should “substantially reduce but does not eliminate group 
differences” (Lohman, n.d., p. 27). 
In 2011, Houghton Mifflin Harcourt published an explanation for the changes 
between CogAT Form 6 to CogAT Form 7 (Houghton Mifflin Harcourt, 2019). One of 
the major differences directly relates to the identification of young, underrepresented 
gifted students. The updated version includes three subtests, changed from two, in each 
battery (verbal, quantitative, and nonverbal) for tests in grades kindergarten, first, and 
second. Lohman (2011) indicates the reason for this change is largely due to the 
consideration of English Language Learners. While Lohman has been transparent in the 
work toward a more reliable assessment for all student groups, it is important to note that 
“the CogAT7 has its lowest reliability scores in the 5/6 (kindergarten) level exam” 
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(Carman et al., 2018, p. 204). Additionally, Carman et al. (2018) disclose the following: 
“Although care was taken to explore the data in a method similar to earlier explorations 
of the NNAT, the results of this study are not directly comparable to previous NNAT or 
NNAT2 results due to large differences in participating district demographics” (p. 205). 
This information helped to inform the researcher of this dissertation’s study in 
considering what the process of identification of young underrepresented gifted students 
has been in relation to the universal screenings used in Colorado. 
The NNAT controversy. A noticeable element of both respective publishers’ definitions 
is that they each reference underrepresented populations in their single-line descriptions 
of the tests. The publisher of the NNAT describes the test as a “nonverbal, culturally 
neutral assessment of general ability ideal for diverse student populations” (Pearson 
Education, 2019). The publisher of the CogAT describes the test as a “psychometrically-
sound and valid instrument for identifying gifted and talented students from all cultural 
and linguistic backgrounds” (Houghton Mifflin Harcourt, 2019). The necessity for 
equitable identification practices persists and these publishers make sure this is an 
advertised element of the public description of the test (Card, & Giuliano, 2016). Over 
time, a documented controversy has emerged regarding the validity of Naglieri’s claims 
regarding equitable testing through the NNAT (Balboni, Naglieri, & Cubelli, 2010; 
Lohman, 2005; Manos, 2008; Manos, 2016; Naglieri & Ford, 2004; Naglieri & Ford, 
2005).  
In his one-year study titled “Group Differences on the Naglieri Nonverbal Ability 
Test (NNAT),” Manos (2008) concluded Naglieri’s claim that “the NNAT produces 
equal proportions of students of various ethnicities scoring in the gifted range [was] not 
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supported by the present study” (p. 173). Manos (2016) continued to study this over ten 
years in the same school district in Florida. His reported results from the second study 
again refuted Naglieri’s claim that proportionate numbers of students across diverse 
backgrounds were scoring in the gifted range Manos, 2016). Manos (2016) found that 
after ten years of data collection, Black students continued to score lower than White 
students (by nearly half a standard deviation) and lower income students continued to 
score lower than those of higher socioeconomic status (SES) levels (p. 264).  
The results from Manos’ studies are quite different from Naglieri and Ford’s 
(1997) data which was used in the norming of the NNAT. In their research of 20,270 
students in kindergarten through twelfth grades who were “similar to the U.S. population 
on several demographic variables...similar percentages of White (5.6%), Black (5.1%), 
and Hispanic (4.4%) children” scored in the 95th percentile or above (Naglieri & Ford, 
2003, p. 155). In yet another study wherein all participants were kindergarteners, Carman 
& Taylor (2010) concluded, “The results suggest a significant relationship between 
ethnicity, SES, and NNAT performance. Even after adjusting for ethnic differences, 
children from low-SES families were half as likely as other children to be identified” (p. 
75). Through this investigation, a major concern arises: how can such different results be 
reported if the NNAT is indeed reliable and valid in the way the authors claim it to be? 
In response to Naglieri & Ford’s (2003) research, CogAT lead author David 
Lohman (2005) disputed the validity of their results regarding NNAT reliability and 
validity. Lohman (2005) indicated several issues including: only 5.6% of the sample were 
students from urban schools when the national percentage of urban districts is closer to 
30%, the demographic characteristics of the minority students sampled were not 
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representative of their national profiles, and the SES levels of the sample were very 
different than the national representation in that “both Blacks and Hispanics were more 
likely to be high SES than middle SES, and even more likely than Whites to be high SES! 
These trends run completely counter to the 2000 U.S. Census data” (pp. 23-24). 
Lohman’s (2005) response to Naglieri and Ford’s (2003) research continues to raise 
concerns not only whether the test is reliable for all groups of students, but also if it is 
appropriate for young children.  
Later in 2005, Naglieri and Ford responded to Lohman’s reports that the results of 
Lohman’s (2005) research were not sufficient to support their claims (Naglieri & Ford, 
2005). Initially, Naglieri and Ford (2005) reminded the reader that Lohman is the co-
author of the CogAT, which the NNAT could be considered a competing assessment of 
giftedness. They question whether Lohman’s interest in disputing the NNAT’s reliability 
and validity is solely based on the worry of his own test losing its credibility (or simply 
losing sales). Naglieri and Ford (2005) also indicated that “it was not our intent to 
provide samples that were representative of their respective populations, but rather to 
compare three large groups of students who were similar in composition” (p. 33). If 
Naglieri and Ford (2005) have admitted that their normed sample is not based on 
representation of their respective populations and demographic descriptions in the United 
States, one begins to wonder how they can claim the “NNAT produces equal proportions 
of students of various ethnicities scoring in the gifted range” (Naglieri & Ford, 2004, p. 
31). 
Naglieri and Ford (2005) present the idea that CogAT scores more closely relate 
to the Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) for areas of academic achievement (p. 34). They 
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continue to argue that the nonverbal assessment is a better avenue for uncovering 
giftedness in traditionally underrepresented populations because the students who score 
in the well above average range are, many times, students who are intellectually gifted, 
but not considered academically high achieving (Naglieri & Ford, 2005, p.35). Although 
the authors make an argument for the use of the NNAT as a cognitive screener for 
giftedness, they never fully dispute the issues that Lohman (2005) raised regarding the 
claims to their data.  
Since the NNAT and CogAT are the two most widely used universal screeners in 
Colorado, it’s important to consider the limitations and related research for both in 
relation to the identification of young underrepresented populations (CDE, 2018a). While 
there is some research around the reliability and validity of each test (even if it is 
debatable), the investigation of the identification process through the perception of 
families and district staff may uncover whether or not the universal screenings are 
catching the underrepresented student populations who are the focus of this study. 
Rationale for Identifying Students as Gifted at a Young Age 
“The goal of early identification and cultivating through early intervention is to 
enrich, prevent or minimize the physical, cognitive, emotional, and resource limitations 
of gifted young children who might be disadvantaged by biological, learning and 
environmental risk factors” (Huang, 2008, p. 124). The earlier a student is identified as 
gifted, the sooner they can be provided the most appropriate academic, social, and 
emotional services with research indicating that “Children identified as gifted in 
preschool and kindergarten maintained their heightened abilities throughout their school 
years” (Delisle, 2014, p. 133). Once a young child is placed in a large group setting, 
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social pressures increase and masking of giftedness can occur at a very young age in 
order for the child not to stand out or seem different in any way (Fatouros, 1986, p. 25).  
In addition, early identification has the potential to combat underachievement or 
lessen the turnaround time (Fatouros, 1986; Feiring et al., 1997). “Underachievement in 
gifted adolescents has been attributed to lack of support of these children during the early 
years by a number of scholars in the field” (Fox, 1971; Isaac,1963; Whitmore, 1979, 
1981 as cited in Karnes & Johnson, 1991, p. 268). Researching the lived experiences of 
those connected to students who were identified as gifted at age eight or below is of the 
utmost importance because “Early identification and cultivating to inspire the potential 
and nurture the giftedness, provides appropriate development that makes success for 
young children” (Huang, 2008, p. 125). 
After an extensive search for statistics related to the rate at which gifted students 
are identified at age eight or younger, the researcher was unable to procure any relevant 
data. The gap in the literature contributed to the researcher’s decision to embed an 
opportunity to collect this data within the participating school districts. The methodology 
outlined in chapter three describes the secondary data request for each district which 
includes requesting data specific to the identification rates of young gifted students by 
demographic in the school districts participating in this study within Colorado for the 
previous five years. The statistics reported earlier regarding the rates of identification on 
the national and Colorado state level continue to show underrepresentation, regardless of 





Critical Race Theory (CRT), more specifically GiftedCrit™ (Greene, 2017), was 
used as a theoretical lens for this study. Ledesma & Calderón (2015) state, “From issues 
of pedagogy, curriculum, to leadership, policy, and school politics, CRT in education 
highlights the persistence of racism across education” (p. 207). The underrepresentation 
of students of color can be viewed through the lens of Critical Race Theory as racism 
within gifted education (Ledesma & Calderón (2015). “CRT scholars in education moved 
the research on race in education (Tate, 1997) and educational leadership (López, 2003) 
from a racial deficit perspective to unearthing the prevalence and persistence of racism 
within society and reproduced in education and schools (race is endemic to society)” 
(Capper, 2015, p. 795). 
Other scholars have worked to reveal the institutionalized racism within gifted 
education (Hurt, 2018; Herr, 1999). Robin Greene first trademarked the term 
“GiftedCrit™” (Gifted Critical Race Theory) in her 2017 dissertation: “Gifted Culturally 
Linguistically Diverse Learners: A School-Based Exploration.” Greene (2017) explains: 
GiftedCrit™ must be used to analyze gifted culturally linguistically diverse 
learners’ ability to obtain property and the system-wide mechanisms that support 
or hinder access. Once the field has begun to uncover those mechanisms, then 
research-based recommendations can be made so as to change the practice of 
teachers and administrators; thus impacting the learners. (p. 210) 
 
Greene (2017) explains that while CRT in education has been explored by many 
researchers, the specific lens of gifted education has not been utilized (p. 37). The 
purpose of this study is to examine the implications of the low numbers of identified 
gifted young, historically underrepresented students. Throughout this examination, the 
researcher will analyze this population’s ability to “obtain property” and reveal the 
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“system-wide mechanisms that support or hinder access” in order to make 
recommendations to affect the change of policies and procedures that affect the 
identification of young, historically underrepresented gifted students (Greene, 2017, p. 
210). GiftedCrit™ fits perfectly as the frame for this study because the design of this 
phenomenological study focused on considering the perceptions and lived experiences of 
the identification process for young, historically underrepresented gifted students through 
the lens of educators and parents involved in the process.  
The identification of gifted students originated with Lewis Terman’s IQ testing 
(Kaufman, 2012). Lewis Terman pioneered the idea that a high Intelligence Quotient (IQ) 
equated a level of genius or giftedness (Kaufman, 2012). While the IQ test was the long-
standing single identifier of giftedness, the conception of the ability to test intelligence 
was born out of racist ideology and deficit thinking including Terman himself stating that 
“The intelligence of the average Negro is vastly inferior to that of the average white man” 
(Long, 1923, p. 26). The use of intelligence testing to support early scholars’ racist 
beliefs has had (and continues to have) a long-lasting impact on the identification of 
historically underrepresented gifted students (Ladson-Billings, 1998; Tate, 1996).  
“Additionally, a CRT lens is beneficial to the field of gifted education because of 
the increase in diverse students, their needs, and their barriers to programming” (Ford & 
Trotman, 2001; Ford et al., 2008; Ford & Grantham, 2003; Ford & Grantham, 2008; 
Borland, 2013; Worrell, 2008 as cited in Greene, 2017). Utilizing the theoretical 
framework of Critical Race Theory, specifically GiftedCrit™, helped inform the 
relationship between the lived experiences of the identification practices of young, 
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historically underrepresented gifted student populations and the institutionalized racism 
as outlined in CRT. 
Improvement Science 
Improvement Science utilizes the Plan, Study, Do, Act cycle (Lewis, 205, p.3). 
This type of inquiry cycle is useful in education research and applies to this study in that 
the research being conducted is focusing on the “do” part of the cycle. The state of 
Colorado has planned and studied in order to make decisions on best practices for this 
state’s identification processes that aim to be equitable (Colorado Department of 
Education, 2019). The results from this study revealed how the enactment (“do”) of these 
policies is working (or not working) to support equitable identification for young 
historically underrepresented student populations in Colorado. As a result of this study, 
the researcher moved on to the “act” portion of the cycle in order to give 
recommendations to improve the system in Chapter Five. 
Sharrock (2018) states “Improvement science seeks to answer the question, ‘What 
works, for whom, and under what conditions?’” (p. 23). With the support of the 
community partners, the researcher studied the phenomenon of the state’s identification 
process of young, gifted students from underrepresented populations. In an effort to 
improve the policies of identification in a way that does not hinder access to gifted 
programming nor perpetuate systemic racism, the data collected helped to revealed areas 
of improvement and recommendations for further research that have the potential to 
directly impact gifted identification and programming in a way that increases equity 
across the state.  
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Gaps in the Literature 
After a comprehensive review of the literature available regarding the study of the 
gifted identification of young, historically underrepresented students, several gaps 
emerged. There was no obtainable data regarding the effectiveness of the identification of 
young populations based on the identification practices within Colorado. While research 
exists in support of early identification of gifted students, there was a lack of evidence to 
indicate how the identification practices that CDE’s policies dictate were actually 
supporting (or not supporting) the equitable identification of these populations. The 
statistics of the demographics of identified gifted students at the beginning of this 
literature review reveal that the identification process continues to fail due to the 
persistent underrepresentation of students from specific populations. Using the 
phenomenological research approach, an exploration of the lived experiences of the 
gifted identification process of students who identify as American Indian or Alaskan 
Native, Black or African American, Hispanic or Latinx, Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific 
Islander will help inform future identification practices in the state of Colorado and 
provide implications for the low numbers of young, historically underrepresented 
students. 
Summary 
Chapter Two provided a review of the literature from the following 
comprehensive topics: definitions of giftedness, demographics of students in relation to 
gifted identification, data from Colorado with regard to identification of gifted students, 
cognitive assessments for screening young students, rationale for gifted identification at a 
young age, and Critical Race Theory as a theoretical framework for the study. The gaps 
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in the literature were reported and support the necessity of this study to investigate the 
lived experiences of the phenomenon of the process for the identification of gifted young, 
historically underrepresented students in Colorado. The purpose of the chapter was to 
ground the reader in the current research related to this study and provide a justification 
for the study through the demonstration of a gap in the literature. In Chapter Three, the 










CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY 
In the third chapter, the researcher provides comprehensive information regarding 
the methodology used in this phenomenological study. The qualitative research design, 
phenomenology, was utilized for this study. A phenomenological study “describes 
common meaning for several individuals of their lived experiences of a concept or 
phenomenon” (Creswell, 2013, p. 76). The phenomenon studied is the gifted 
identification process of young, underrepresented students in Colorado through the 
experience of district staff and families involved in the process. The general purpose of 
phenomenological studies is to develop a “composite description of the essence of the 
experience for all of the individuals” (Creswell, 2013, p. 76).  The methodology of the 
study is described in detail in this chapter.  
For the purpose of this study, the term young, historically underrepresented refers 
to students age three to eight who have been historically underrepresented in gifted 
programming according to the Office of Civil Rights’ (OCR) data collection over time 
(United States Education Office for Civil Rights, 2018). All the data are publicly 
available and were utilized in determining the historically underrepresented populations 
for this study: American Indian or Alaskan Native, Latinx, Black or African American, 
and Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander. 
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Statement of Purpose 
The purpose of this phenomenological study was to examine the implications of 
the low numbers of identified gifted young, historically underrepresented students. 
Research Questions 
The study was guided by two overarching research questions: 
• What are educators’ experiences of the gifted identification process of young, 
historically underrepresented students?  
• What are parents’ experiences of the gifted identification process for their young, 
historically underrepresented child?  
These questions provided the direction of data collection and analysis and the foundation 
for future recommendations. 
Rationale for Phenomenology 
Phenomenology was selected for this research study because of the ability to 
investigate the experience of the adults involved in the gifted identification process for 
underrepresented populations. It is through the investigation of the essence of this 
phenomenon that considerations can be made regarding the presence and perpetuation of 
institutionalized racism within gifted education (GiftedCrit™, Greene, 2017). 
Suggestions for policy changes at the state level from the results of this examination are 
presented in Chapter Five in order to support equitable identification and programming 
practices (Creswell, 2013, p. 83). 
Philosophical Assumptions in Phenomenology 
Since phenomenology has its disciplinary roots within the study of philosophy, it 
is essential to review the philosophical assumptions of this research method (Best & 
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Kahn, 2006, p. 236: Creswell, 2013, p. 81). An important element of this method is the 
combination of objective reality and individual experiences and perspectives (Creswell, 
2013, p. 81).  When considering the difference between these experiences, one must 
consider the idea that “perception of the reality of an object is dependent on a subject” 
(Moustakas, 1994, p. 27). The participants in this study came from two groups: 
parents/guardians of gifted students from historically underrepresented populations who 
were identified gifted in second grade or below and school district staff who have been 
involved in the identification of young gifted students from historically underrepresented 
populations. The researcher chose to recruit participants from both of these groups 
because of the role they play in the gifted identification process is different, yet each 
perspective incredibly important when investigating the phenomenon as a whole. The 
experience of a parent/guardian of a gifted child would be different than that of the 
district staff member involved. It is because of this difference that both groups of 
participants were included for this study. The essence of the lived experience and 
perspectives of gifted identification through the perspectives of district staff and families 
involved in the identification process was revealed through the data collection process 
and examined through the lens of Critical Race Theory and GiftedCrit™ in Chapter Five 
(Greene, 2017). 
Transcendental Phenomenology 
The conceptual framework utilized in this research method was Transcendental 
Phenomenology. An important element to consider within the methodology of this study 
is that transcendental reduction “aims to shift our focus from the object of experience to 
the way that object is constituted” (Käufer & Chemero, 2015, p. 32). Transcendental 
 37 
Phenomenology is “characterized by a methodological pluralism” (Talhouk, 2017, 
p.103). The methodological pluralism results as the researcher “first delimit[s] and 
define[s] the inquiry before one can begin...since how one is doing something (e.g. 
conducting psychological, philosophical, scientific inquiries) is determined only by what 
one conceives oneself as doing” (Talhouk, 2017, p. 103). Sometimes referred to as 
reflexivity, the epoche stage is an important element of this method and an invaluable 
piece of the research process (Moustakas, 1994). “Epoche requires the elimination of 
suppositions and the raising of knowledge above every possible doubt” wherein the 
researcher is transparent about involvement with the phenomenon and the potential for 
bias (Moustakas, 1994, p. 26).  For the purposes of this study, the researcher used the 
following steps as a guide to the methodology, initially presented by Moustakas (1994): 
1. Identify a phenomenon to study: gifted identification process of young, 
underrepresented students in Colorado through the perspective of 
parents/guardians and district staff involved in the process. 
2. Bracket out one’s experiences: epoche stage of transcendental phenomenology. 
The goal is to “remain aware of these experiences and preconceptions when 
engaged in analysis, in order to reduce the impact on codes and themes identified 
in participant stories” (Buser et al., 2016, p. 328). The bracketing section is 
detailed in Chapter Four. 
3. Collect data from several persons who have experienced the phenomena: Data 
collection occurred in three separate school districts from each of the following 
categories: urban, suburban, and rural. The sample populations were school 
district staff/educators directly involved in the gifted identification of young 
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underrepresented students and the parents/guardians of students from historically 
underrepresented populations who were identified in second grade or younger. 
4. Analyze the data by reducing information to significant statements or themes: 
“Moustakas (1994) noted that meaning units can be understood as finding 
commonalities among the codes and condensing the code list into a truncated list 
of meaning units” (Buser et al., 2016, p. 329).  
5. Combined the statements into themes: The themes were created from data 
collected in each group of participants: district staff, families, and then themes as 
a whole group combined (Creswell, 2013).  
6. Development of a textural (what participants experienced) and structural 
descriptions (how the participants experienced the phenomenon) wherein the goal 
is to “formulate a rich, accurate, detailed description of the participant experience, 
returning to the original transcript and incorporating the participant’s own voice 
in the description” (Buser et al., 2016, p. 329; Creswell, 2013, p. 82). 
7. Composite Description: Combination of textural-structural descriptions to convey 
the overall essence of the experience by “attending to the ‘essences’ of 
participant’s experiences” (Moustakas, 1994, p. 35; Creswell, 2013, p. 80). 
Study Settings and Participants 
This phenomenological study was conducted in late fall 2019 and early winter 
2020. The participants in this study were recruited from three separate school districts in 
the state of Colorado: one urban, one suburban, and one rural district. The districts who 
agreed to allow the researcher to recruit participants within their organization were not 
named in this report in order to keep their confidentiality. The purpose of the selection of 
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participants from three different districts was not to compare the answers between 
groups. Instead, the reason three districts were utilized for participant recruitment was to 
better attain a sense of the essence of the phenomenon by investigating the experiences of 
those from a variety of environments.  
While the state laws around gifted identification in Colorado applies to all 
Administrative Units (AU) in the state, the AUs can make their own decisions regarding 
some of the specific elements. For example, the AU may decide whether to implement 
universal screenings (whole grade testing for the purpose of gifted identification), at 
which grade, and determine which test to use based on their own determining factors. The 
researcher chose to recruit participants in three districts in an attempt to provide the most 
robust data in order to best examine the implications of the low numbers of identified 
gifted young, historically underrepresented students.  
The three school districts were selected based on size, demographics, and 
ultimately the willingness to participate in the research. The researcher began the 
research review board process in July 2019. First, the University of Denver gave 
conditional approval to the study on August 20, 2019 (See Appendix A). The rural 
district also approved the research on August 21, 2019 (See Appendix B). The urban 
district approved the researcher’s application for research on October 8, 2019 (See 
Appendix C).  After many research application submissions to suburban districts in the 
state, the participating suburban district approved the researcher’s application on 
November 21, 2019 (See Appendix D). All districts’ supporting documents were 
resubmitted for final full IRB approval through the University of Denver which was 
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granted on November 25, 2019 (See Appendix E). Data collection began the following 
month in December 2019.  
Since the foundation of this study relied on examining the experiences of those 
related to the gifted identification process of historically underrepresented populations 
(American Indian or Alaskan Native, Latinx, Black or African American, and Native 
Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander), it was imperative that the selected school districts 
had a pupil population where historically underrepresented populations were present in 
the district as a whole. While the number of identified gifted students in underrepresented 
populations at each district was unknown during the research application submission 
process, this information was requested from each participating district and will be 
discussed in Chapter Four.  
The researcher examined the size of the district for the selection of the rural 
district in order to ensure the maximum possibility for participation. The following 
information outlines the demographic makeup of each district. The researcher did not 
include the exact number of pupils registered in each school district in order to keep the 
districts confidential. Instead, Table 3.1 is the breakdown of the race/ethnicity by 
percentage of the whole. The numbers of identified gifted students by race/ethnicity in 
comparison to the entire district’s pupil membership is presented in Chapter Four as it 














Participating School Districts’ Student Enrollment by Race/Ethnicity (Colorado 






The participants from each district fell into one of the following categories:  
• parents/guardians involved in the identification process of their child from a 
historically underrepresented population who was identified gifted in second 
grade or younger  
• school district educators or staff who have been involved in the gifted 
identification process of historically underrepresented students identified gifted in 
second grade or younger 
The participants in these two categories were not necessarily connected to each other. For 
example, the researcher was not attempting to collect data on a specific set of students. 
While parent/guardian and a school district staff member may have participated in this 
research study providing their experience of the identification process related to the same 
student, this was not part of the research design, nor was it tracked. Regardless of the 
student, the experience of the gifted identification process through parents/guardians and 
district staff was being investigated.  
Data Collection Instruments and Procedures 
The two main questions for phenomenological studies are:  
• What have you experienced in terms of the phenomenon? (Creswell, 2013, p. 80) 
• What contexts or situations have typically influenced or affected your experiences 
of the phenomenon? (Creswell, 2013, p. 80) 
 Data collection occurred through a survey, focus-group interviews, and a 
secondary data request at each district. The end of the survey provided an opportunity for 
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the participant to give their contact information if they were interested in participating in 
a focus-group interview to provide more in-depth responses regarding the experience of 
the identification process.  
A separate survey was provided for the two groups of participants and the 
subsequent focus groups were provided based on participant interest from the separate 
groups. One survey was used to collect data from all participants who were 
parents/guardians of a student who identified as a historically underrepresented 
race/ethnicity and was identified gifted in second grade or younger. A Spanish translation 
was provided for the parent/guardian survey. A separate survey was provided for district 
staff members who have been involved in the gifted identification process for a student 
(or students) who were identified gifted in second grade or younger and identified as a 
historically underrepresented race/ethnicity.   The final question on each survey asked if 
the respondent would be willing to participate in a one time, one-hour focus group. 






















Data Collection Instruments and Flow                       
 
Note. The asterisk (*) indicates there were not any willing participants after the survey 
ended to conduct a focus group with that specific category 
 
Surveys 
Two surveys were used in the data collection process. One was specifically for 
parents/guardian and the other was for educators. Both surveys were designed to collect 
information regarding the identification process for the student who must qualify as 
young, historically underrepresented gifted student and the lived experience of the 
identification process. The survey, which was created based on a review of relevant 
literature, was administered electronically through Qualtrics, an online survey platform 
that the University of Denver provides its students with access for research purposes. The 
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first question of the survey was a consent to participate (See Appendix F). If a participant 
did not agree to the consent, the survey ended and there was no option to move forward. 
The survey was offered in Spanish, but none of the participants chose to respond to the 
Spanish survey. In total, 35 district staff members responded to the survey and 23 
parents/guardians responded. Table 3.2 and Table 3.3 display the questions from both the 
surveys, their rationale, and type of question. To review all the surveys as they appeared 
in Qualtrics, including the Spanish version of the Parent/Guardian Survey, please see 
Appendix G and Appendix H. 
Table 3.2 





Rationale  Type of Question Citation 
1. Consent to gather 
information and 
confirm age of 
participant (an 
answer of “no” will 
result in an exit of 
the survey”). 
To inform participants 
of their rights and allow 
for the official consent 









2. Please indicate 
your role regarding 
the identified gifted 
student. 
To classify participants 
regarding role for 
comparison of data and 





(gifted), district gifted 
education support staff, 
other (please describe). 
Closed response; 





3. This study 
investigates the 
gifted identification 
To indicate qualification 
for the survey in order to 
collect the data as it best 
Closed response; 




of experience of 
populations of 









district staff. Please 
select the category 
that applies to your 
student. 
aligns with research 
questions  
American Indian or 
Alaskan Native, Latinx, 
Black or African 
American, Native 
Hawaiian or Other 
Pacific Islander, none of 
the above (the answer of 
“none of the above” 
ends the survey as it 
does not connect with 




4. What grade was 
your child in when 
he/she was 
identified as gifted? 
To group like 
participants for analysis 





grade, second grade, 
third grade or above 
(the answer of “third 
grade and above” ends 
the survey as it does not 
connect with the 
purpose of the research) 
Closed response; 





5. What area is 
your child 
identified as gifted? 
To group like 
participants for analysis 
across and between 





(math, reading, writing, 
science, social studies), 
specific talent aptitudes 
(creative or productive 
thinking, leadership, 
Closed response; can 
select more than one 









6. Which category 
best describes the 
type of school 
district your child 
attends?  
To group like 
participants for analysis 
across and between 
categories 
Urban, suburban, rural 
Closed response; 





7. Who initiated the 
gifted referral 
process for your 
student? 
Gather data on the 
initiation process as it 




Parent or family 
member, child 
him/herself, teacher, 
other school personnel, 
unrelated adult outside 
of school setting, 
universal screening 
result triggered referral, 
other (specify) 
Closed response; 






























8. How long did the 
process take from 
the initiation of the 
referral to full 
identification? 
Gather information 
related to timeline of 
identification for this 
specific population  
>3 months, 3-6 months, 
6-9 months, 9-12 
Closed response; 






months, more than a 
year 
9. How satisfied 












satisfied nor dissatisfied, 
dissatisfied 
Closed response; 











10. Were you aware 
that your school 
district had a gifted 
programming prior 
to referral of your 
child? 













11. Did you provide 
any specific 
information about 
your child to help 
with the 
identification 
process? If yes, 
please specify. 
Determine parental 
involvement in the 
identification process 
Yes or no, provide 
specific information if 
yes. 
Closed response 
with option open 













were the positive 




aspects of the 
identification process as 
perceived by 
parents/guardians  










13.  From your 
experience, how 
could the gifted 
identification 
process of your 
child be improved? 
Determine challenges in 
identification process as 
perceived by 
parents/guardians 










14. Would you be 
willing to 
participate in a 
small focus-group 











with the gifted 
identification 
process? 
14a. If yes, to 
previous question, 
the participant will 
be taken to the next 
question asking for 




name, phone number, 





preferred method of 
communication 
N/A 
14b. Would you 
prefer a Spanish 
interpreter be 
present for the 
focus-group? 
Determine need for 
interpreter at focus 
group 
Open response: 







Table 3.3  
Survey Questions for School District Staff: Administered through Qualtrics 
 
Question Rationale Type of Question Citation 
1. Consent to gather 
information and 
confirm age of 
participant (an 
answer of “no” will 
result in an exit of 
the survey”). 
To inform participants 
of their rights and allow 
for the official consent 




select one response, 
to quantify responses 
Demogra
phics 
2. Please indicate 
your role regarding 
the identified gifted 
student. 
To classify participants 
regarding role for 
comparison of data and 





(gifted), district gifted 
education support staff, 
other (please describe) 
Closed response; 
select one response, 
to quantify responses 
Demogra
phics 
3. This study 
investigates the 
gifted identification 
To indicate qualification 
for the survey in order to 
collect the data as it best 
Closed response; 
select one response, 















district staff. For 
the purpose of this 
survey, please 
select one student 
who you’ve been 
personally involved 
in identifying as 
gifted in the past 
year (this school 
year or the previous 
one) who was 
identified as gifted 
in second grade or 
prior. The student 
will remain 
anonymous, but all 
your answers will 
correspond directly 
to the same student 
you select right 
now. The student 
must be identified 
within one of the 
following 
underrepresented 
areas. Please select 
the category that 
applies to your 
student. 
aligns with research 
questions  
American Indian or 
Alaskan Native, Latinx, 
Black or African 
American, Native 
Hawaiian or Other 
Pacific Islander, none of 
the above (the answer of 
“none of the above” 
ends the survey as it 
does not connect with 
the purpose of the 
research) 
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4. What grade was 
this child in when 
he/she was 
identified as gifted? 
To group like 
participants for analysis 





grade, second grade, 
third grade or above 
(the answer of “third 
grade and above” ends 
the survey as it does not 
connect with the 
purpose of the research) 
Closed response; 
select one response, 
to quantify responses 
Demogra
phics 
5. In which area 
was child identified 
as gifted? 
To group like 
participants for analysis 
across and between 





(math, reading, writing, 
science, social studies), 
specific talent aptitudes 
(creative or productive 
thinking, leadership, 
music, performing arts, 
visual arts, 
psychomotor), or unsure 
Closed response; can 
select more than one 




6. Which category 
best describes the 
type of school 
district the child 
attends?  
To group like 
participants for analysis 
across and between 
categories 
urban, suburban, rural 
Closed response; 
select one response, 
to quantify responses 
Demogra
phics 
7. Who initiated the 
gifted referral 
process for this 
student? 
Gather data on the 
initiation process as it 





select one response, 









parent or family 
member, child 
him/herself, teacher, 
other school personnel, 
unrelated adult outside 
of school setting, 
universal screening 























8. How long did the 
process take from 
the initiation of the 
referral to full 
identification? 
Gather information 
related to timeline of 
identification for this 
specific population  
>3 months, 3-6 months, 
6-9 months, 9-12 
months, more than a 
year 
Closed response; 
select one response, 
to quantify responses 
Demogra
phics 
9. How would you 
describe the level 
of communication 
provided to the 







more than required by 
the state, met state 
requirements, less than 
state requirement 
Closed response; 
select one response, 










10. Prior to the 
identification 
process being 
initiated, how are 
parents/families 
Determine awareness of 
programming  
open response 
Open response, to 





m et al., 
2005; 
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made aware that 
gifted programming 






11. Did you ask the 
family to provide 
any specific 
information about 
the student to help 
with the 
identification 
process? If yes, 
please specify. 
Determine parental 
involvement in the 
identification process 
yes, no, unsure, (provide 
specific information if 
yes) 
Closed response with 
option open response 














12. From your 
experience, what 
were the positive 
aspects of the gifted 
identification 
process for this 
student? 
Determine positive 
aspects of the 
identification process as 
perceived by district 
staff involved in the 
process  
Open response to 
determine themes 
regarding areas 










13.  From your 
experience, how 
could the gifted 
identification 
process of this 
student be 
improved? 
Determine challenges in 
identification process as 
perceived by district 
staff 
Open response to 
determine themes 
regarding areas 










14. Would you be 
willing to 
participate in a 
small focus-group 
interview to discuss 
your experience as 
a district staff 
member with the 
gifted identification 





select one response, 





14a. If yes to 
previous question, 
the participant will 
be taken to the next 






name, phone number, 
email address, preferred 
method 
Open response: input 
contact information 




On December 2, 2019, each participating district sent an email through their 
district channels providing the recruitment flyer for potential participants to consider 
completing the survey. An email was sent to parents/guardians in the district with the 
specific recruitment flyer (See Appendix I). The recruitment flyer information was also 
provided in Spanish for the parent/guardian survey (See Appendix J). A separate email 
was sent to district staff with an invitation to participate and the recruitment flyer was 
attached (See Appendix K). On December 9, 2019, the districts all sent out the 
recruitment information for a second time. Survey responses were collected for three full 
weeks and the surveys were closed on December 23, 2019. 
Focus Group Interviews 
The final question of the survey allowed the participant to provide their 
information for the purposes of being contacted for a single, one-hour focus group 
interview. Participants were grouped by category (parent/guardian or district staff) for the 
focus group interviews. Two focus groups were offered within each district: one for 
district staff and the other for parents/guardians for a total of six offered focus groups. 
Four of the six focus groups were conducted: urban district staff, urban families, 
suburban families, and rural district staff. There were no participants who were willing to 
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participate in the rural parent/guardian focus group or the suburban district staff focus 
group; however, participants from these categories did participate in the survey. 
Phenomenological studies should use relatively small sample sizes and “researchers 
should interview from 5 to 25 individuals who have all experienced the phenomenon” 
(Creswell, 2013, p. 81; CIRT, 2018). Overall, 11 people participated in the focus groups 
in total across all three districts and participants groups in four total focus groups. The 
sample size for the focus-group interviews did not exceed five in each group. The focus 
group size was purposeful in order to allow for each participant to have ample time to 
explain their experience with the phenomena within a reasonable amount of time for the 
focus-group (Bradbury‐Jones et al., 2009, p. 669). See Appendix L for Focus Group 
protocol. 
Prior to beginning the focus groups, all participants signed a consent form (See 
Appendix M) which included a confidentiality agreement to ensure trust and explain the 
use of the collected data. This agreement included the participant’s permission for audio 
recording of the interview for the purpose of transcription and data collection. Recordings 
were transcribed verbatim for the purposes of data collection and coding. Although the 
survey included an opportunity to request the preference of an interpreter, no participants 
made this request. All focus groups were conducted solely in English by the researcher 
and all consent forms were in English.  
Rationale for focus group interviews. Using focus-groups for qualitative 
research, specifically phenomenological studies, is favorable because “interaction and 
comparison of experiences help[s] to illuminate the complexities of the phenomenon 
under discussion” (Bradbury‐Jones et al., 2009, p. 668). This type of interaction and 
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comparison of experiences will be helpful to the study because it allows for the 
participants to discuss their individual experiences with the gifted identification process 
in Colorado. The pathways to identification vary and are not considered linear (CDE, 
2019). While the resulting gifted label may look the same on paper, the way the student 
obtained the label can be completely different than their peer. Creating an environment 
where the participant shares the experience of the phenomenon can improve the quality 
of the resulting data. 
Using focus groups, the directive of the researcher was to “use the individual 
experiences of participants to arrive at a clearer, richer understanding of the phenomenon 
under study” (Bradbury‐Jones et al., 2009, p. 668). As recommended by Spiegelberg 
(1975) as well as Sorrell and Redmond (1995), each participant was provided with time 
to give “their own, unique description of the phenomenon at the beginning of the focus 
group discussion. The collective descriptions can then be used for group discussion, 
interaction and debate to illuminate further the phenomenon under study” (Bradbury‐
Jones et al., 2009, p. 669). The inclusion of the opportunity for each individual to provide 
their personal experience of the phenomena allowed the researcher collect data related to 
individual experiences as well as provide an opportunity for the participants to dig deeper 
into each other’s experiences and provide additional insights and observations that would 
not otherwise be uncovered by using a one-on-one interview method. 
All participants were contacted via their provided contact information during the 
week of December 9, 2019 with information regarding the time and place of the focus 
group. Each focus group was held at a public library meeting space within the area of the 
participant’s school district. The focus group for families in the suburban district was 
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held December 17, 2019. The focus group for rural district staff was held December 18, 
2019. The focus group for urban district staff was held December 19, 2019. Finally, the 
focus group for urban district families was held on December 21, 2019. Although the 
families in the rural district and district staff in the suburban district did respond to the 
survey, there were no willing participants for the focus group.  
Secondary Data Request 
A secondary data pull was requested at each district. In the research application at 
each district, the researcher requested the following: District level data describing the 
number of identified gifted students disaggregated by demographic and grade level for 
the following school years: 2014-15, 2015-16, 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19. The 
urban district provided this data in December 2019. The rural and suburban districts 
provided this information in early January 2020. The researcher compiled the raw data 
into several tables and then resubmitted them back to the participating district’s Director 
of Gifted Education for member checking.   
The purpose of this data was to have a better description of the problem of 
practice and the participating districts. Data regarding the number of identified gifted 
students separated by both ethnicity/demographic and grade level is not publicly 
available. The results of this secondary data request are discussed in detail in the 
following chapter. For a full timeline of the data collection process, see Appendix N. 
Data Analysis 
After data collection was completed, the researcher went through the process 
coined by Moustakas (1994) called horizonalization (Creswell, 2013, p. 82). This 
includes “highlight[ing] ‘significant statements,’ sentences, or quotes that provide an 
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understanding of how the participants experienced the phenomenon” (Creswell, 2013, p. 
82). Clusters of meaning will be developed from the results of the horizonalization to 
develop emerging themes (Creswell, 2013, p. 82).  
Next, the textural description (what the participants experienced) and structural 
description (how the participants experienced the phenomenon) are developed by using 
the themes and significant statements (Creswell, 2013, p. 82). From these descriptions, 
“the researcher then wrote a composite description that presents the ‘essence’ of the 
phenomenon, called the essential, invariant structure” (Creswell, 2013, p. 82). This 
section is incredibly important to the data analysis process and describes the underlying 
essence or structure of the phenomena. Polkinghorne (1989) indicates that readers should 
walk away from this passage thinking, “I understand better what it is like for someone to 
experience that” (p. 46). The researcher chose to use a composite first-person narrative as 
the composite description. Wertz et al. (2011) indicate: 
The composite first person narrative is a reflective story…It is interpretation by 
the researcher in several important ways: through her knowledge of the literature 
regarding the phenomenon under enquiry, through listening and hearing the 
stories told by the informants, and through her own reflexivity during the process. 
(p. 2) 
 
Two composite first person narratives are provided in Chapter Four: one aligned to each 
of the research questions regarding the experience of the phenomenon of the 
identification process of young, gifted students from underrepresented populations 
through the point of view of educators and parents. 
Role of Researcher  
Using the phenomenological research method, it is important to consider the role 
of the researcher. The most important role of the researcher in a transcendental 
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phenomenological study is the “suspension of belief” or bracketing (Käufer & Chemero, 
2015, pp. 33-34; Creswell, 2013, p. 80). Often referred to as epoche, the concept of 
bracketing requires the researcher to suspend their beliefs, perceptions, or judgment of 
the phenomena being examined in order to fully analyze the perceptions and lived 
experiences as reported by the participants. “Bracketing is a method used by some 
researchers to mitigate the potential deleterious effects of unacknowledged 
preconceptions related to the research and thereby to increase the rigor of the project” 
(Tufford & Newman, 2012, p. 80).  
The purpose of this important role was to decrease the misinterpretations or 
skewed results from a researcher’s own perceptions or experiences with the phenomena 
being studied. Before the focus groups began, the researcher explained her professional 
role as a district-wide Gifted Education Coordinator at a local urban school district. The 
researcher was careful to be as transparent as possible in the beginning of the interview, 
so the participants knew that she was not acting in her professional role, but in her 
scholarly role as a doctoral student. More specifically, while the researcher has her own 
beliefs and experiences of the identification process, she did not provide input or insert 
her personal experience during interviews. Her role was to lead the focus group and ask 
clarifying questions that would move the conversation when needed.  
The researcher’s perception of the phenomena that is being examined is a threat to 
the reliability of this study. This threat further highlights the importance of bracketing the 
researcher’s perceptions, beliefs, and judgments of the phenomena in a way to suspend 
any future inferences that could negatively impact the study and its reliability (Tufford & 
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Newman, 2012). Additional information regarding bracketing of the researcher’s beliefs, 
perceptions, and judgements is discussed in Chapter Four. 
Summary 
The methodology was described in detail in this chapter to better inform the 
reader of the process of data collection. This phenomenological study was centered 
around the questions: What are educators’ experiences of the gifted identification process 
of young, historically underrepresented students?  What are parents’ experiences of the 
gifted identification process for their young, historically underrepresented child? The 
description of the methodology in this chapter included the rationale for phenomenology, 
study setting and participants, the data instruments and flow, procedures for data  
collection and analysis. The researcher presents the results of the data collection as well 













CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS 
 In this chapter, the researcher presents the “data without discussing the 
implications of the findings” (Best & Kahn, 2006, p. 53). The purpose of this 
phenomenological study was to examine the implications of the low numbers of 
identified gifted young, historically underrepresented students. This chapter contains the 
results of this phenomenological research study conducted to answer the research 
questions: 
• What are educators’ experiences of the gifted identification process of 
young, historically underrepresented students?   
• What are parents’ experiences of the gifted identification process for their 
young, historically underrepresented child?   
Initially the researcher provides explicit bracketing for the study in which first 
person is used for better understanding before switching back to third person for the 
remainder of the chapter. In addition, this chapter includes demographic information 
from each participating school district as it relates specifically to disproportionality in 
gifted programming for young, historically underrepresented students using tables and 
figures to enhance the summary. Then the data are presented and organized by data 
source. Emergent themes and assertions are presented without implication and then the 
chapter is summarized. 
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Researcher Bracketing 
Using the research approach of transcendental phenomenology includes a 
bracketing, or Epoche, process. “Epoche is a Greek word meaning to refrain from 
judgement, to abstain from or stay away from the everyday, ordinary way of perceiving 
things” (Moustakas, 1994, p. 33). Moustakas (1994) describes this stage as a: 
systematic effort to set aside prejudgments regarding the phenomenon being 
investigated in order to launch the study as far as possible free of preconceptions, 
beliefs, and knowledge of the phenomenon from prior experience and 
professional studies—to be completely open, receptive, and naïve in listening to 
and hearing research participants describe their experience of the phenomenon 
being investigated. (p. 22) 
 
In order to appropriately bracket my lived experience from those of the 
participants, it is important for me to give an explanation of my prejudgments with regard 
to the gifted identification process in Colorado and detail how I have addressed these in 
my study. 
 My roles as a district-level Gifted Education Coordinator within an urban school 
district in Colorado, along with my previous experience as a Gifted and Talented teacher, 
has afforded me the opportunity to be involved in the gifted identification process for 
countless students from a variety of backgrounds. Through these experiences, I 
developed my own judgements about the efficacy of the process, the evidences of 
systemic racism, and received numerous parents’ feedback on the process. While this 
experience was instrumental in my decision to pursue a doctorate with a research interest 
in the gifted identification process, it is imperative to bracket out my own experience.  
 Each focus group I conducted began with a transparent description of my own 
professional role, personal connection, and interest in the phenomenon. I indicated that I 
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had extensive experience with the identification process both as an educator and a parent, 
but my role was to be a researcher and facilitator of the focus group. I did not provide any 
opinions or examples regarding my own experience, nor did I jump in the focus group 
conversation at any time to present my ideas or personal experience with the 
phenomenon. I did not correct people if they incorrectly misrepresented the identification 
process if I knew it to be different as it relates to the law or the process. It was important 
through this data collection process to allow the participants to fully voice their 
experience of the gifted identification of young, historically underrepresented students. I 
asked clarifying questions, but I intentionally kept myself from leading participants 
toward one conclusion or another. Throughout the data analysis process, I used language 
directly from the participants in a way that valued their statements and reduced my own 
bias from tainting the data as it was collected. 
 The advantage of the survey was that the participants were not engaging directly 
with me, so I could more fully bracket myself from that situation due to the lack of 
personal contact with the participants during the survey. The survey questions I provided 
were based on the elements of the gifted identification process that were evident in the 
ECEA and a variety of research that indicated areas of importance as cited in the table in 
Chapter Three. The questions are detailed further in this chapter; however, they are of 
neutral language and content. The purpose of this is to provide the participant the 
opportunity to give their description of the experience with as little influence from the 
researcher as possible and for the researcher to revisit the phenomenon “freshly, naively, 
in a wide open sense, from the vantage point of a pure or transcendental ego” 
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(Moustakas, 1997, p.33).  Bracketing was a purposeful tool that was used during the 
focus groups, survey creation, and the written results of this study itself. 
Secondary Data 
 Each participating school district agreed to provide the researcher with district 
level data describing the number of identified gifted students disaggregated by 
demographic and grade level for the following school years: 2014-15, 2015-16, 2016-17, 
2017-18, and 2018-19. The purpose of this secondary data request was to determine 
whether underrepresentation was occurring in the age range for this research (age three to 
eight). This was important to consider in the subsequent data from the survey and focus 
groups. The underrepresentation and disproportionality (or lack thereof) is significant 
when coupled with participants experience in the gifted identification programming. This 
data is not available publicly and required a specific data request by the researcher. The 
statewide data (see Table 1.1) indicated underrepresentation in gifted programing as a 
whole, but this study focuses on a targeted age group. In order to more closely identify 
the disproportionality in the gifted identification of students in preschool through second 
grade, this data request was necessary.  
The following data in Tables 4.1 through 4.15 is presented in comparison to the 
district’s overall demographics through the lens of disproportionality in gifted 
programming in second grade or younger. Percentages of the whole are used to display 
data in order to keep the district’s data confidential. District total enrollment data was 
collected from publicly available sources of the Colorado’s Children’s Campaign and the 
Colorado Department of Education (Colorado Children’s Campaign, 2019; CDE, 2019b). 
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The data specifically detailing the number of gifted students in the district as a whole and 
in the specific grade levels was obtained through secondary data request at each district. 
Urban District’s Secondary Data  
Tables 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, 4.4 and 4.5 visually organize the participating urban school 
total enrollment, total percentage identified as gifted, and young students identified gifted 
all disaggregated by federal race/ethnicity categories for the previous five school years 
(2014-15, 2015-16, 2016-17, 2017-18, 2018-19). Reading left to right, the first section in 
purple depicts the district’s total enrollment separated by demographic. The teal section 
indicates the percentage of students identified gifted in each category. Taking the total 
students identified gifted, the researcher broke this down further by grade levels: younger 
than kindergarten (PK), kindergarten (K), first grade (1), and second grade (2).  
In Table 4.1, the urban district data from 2014-15, 14% of the entire urban district 
was comprised of Black students while 7% of the gifted population was Black and 3% of 
all the identified gifted Kindergarteners were Black. This indicates underrepresentation 
was worse at the younger grades in this district during 2014-15. Alternatively, 22% of the 
urban district was comprised of White students in 2014-15, while 43% of the gifted 
student population was White. Further, 72% of the identified Kindergartners were White. 
This indicates an overrepresentation of White students that worsened when disaggregated 
for younger students in this district during the school year 2014-15. Tables 4.2 through 
4.5 describe the data for the subsequent four school years in the urban district. All tables 





2014-15 Urban District’s Total Enrollment, Total Percentage Identified Gifted, and 
Young Students Identified Gifted 
 
 




2015-16 Urban District’s Total Enrollment, Total Percentage Identified Gifted, and 
Young Students Identified Gifted 
 
 





2016-17 Urban District’s Total Enrollment, Total Percentage Identified Gifted, and 
Young Students Identified Gifted 
 
 




2017-18 Urban District’s Total Enrollment, Total Percentage Identified Gifted, and 
Young Students Identified Gifted 
 
 




2018-19 Urban District’s Total Enrollment, Total Percentage Identified Gifted, and 
Young Students Identified Gifted 
 
Note. The dash (“-”) indicates no identified gifted students were present in that grade 
level. 
 
The data from the urban district indicated consistent underrepresentation in gifted 
programming for Black and Hispanic/Latinx students and significant overrepresentation 
of White students in the district as a whole. When compared to gifted students in the 
younger grades, the disproportionality grew. Considering all five years of data, the data 
mirrored the underrepresentation at the state level, but was more significant when 
disaggregated for the younger grades in this school district. It should be highlighted that 
no students were formally identified as gifted in this district at an age earlier than 
kindergarten.  
Suburban District’s Secondary Data 
 The following data presented in Tables 4.6, 4.7, 4.8, 4.9, and 4.10 depicts the 
participating suburban district’s overall demographics (purple), demographics of students 
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in gifted programming (teal), and the percentage of gifted students in kindergarten 
through second grade (pink) through the lens of disproportionality in gifted 
programming. Percentages of the whole were used to display data in order to keep the 
district’s data confidential. District total enrollment data was collected from publicly 
available sources of the Colorado’s Children’s Campaign and the Colorado Department 
of Education (Colorado Children’s Campaign, 2019; CDE, 2019b). The data specifically 
detailing the number of gifted students in the district as a whole and in the specific grade 
levels was obtained through secondary data request at the suburban district. 
Table 4.6 
2014-15 Suburban District’s Total Enrollment, Total Percentage Identified Gifted, and 








2014-15 Suburban District 
Percentage of 

























Native - 0% 0% 0% 
Asian 3% Asian 5% Asian - 0% 0% 5% 


















Hawaiian - 0% 0% 0% 
Two or More 3% Two or More 3% Two or More - 0% 0% 5% 
White 48% White 70% White - 100% 80% 77% 
 




2015-16 Suburban District’s Total Enrollment, Total Percentage Identified Gifted, and 








2015-16 Suburban District 
Percentage of 




















Native 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Asian 3% Asian 4% Asian 0% 0% 0% 0% 
























Hawaiian 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Two or More 3% Two or More 3% Two or More 0% 0% 0% 3% 













2016-17 Suburban District’s Total Enrollment, Total Percentage Identified Gifted, and 








2016-17 Suburban District 
Percentage of 





















Native 0% 4% 0% 0% 
Asian 3% Asian 4% Asian 0% 4% 0% 4% 
























Hawaiian 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Two or More 3% Two or More 3% Two or More 0% 0% 0% 1% 













2017-18 Suburban District’s Total Enrollment, Total Percentage Identified Gifted, and 








2017-18 Suburban District 
Percentage of 




















Native 0% 0% 2% 0% 
Asian 3% Asian 4% Asian 0% 4% 7% 0% 























Hawaiian 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Two or More 3% Two or More 3% Two or More 0% 4% 0% 3% 













2018-19 Suburban District’s Total Enrollment, Total Percentage Identified Gifted, and 








2018-19 Suburban District 
Percentage of 




















Native 0% 0% 0% 2% 
Asian 3% Asian 4% Asian 0% 0% 5% 5% 
























Hawaiian 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Two or More 3% Two or More 3% Two or More 0% 5% 3% 3% 
White 46% White 67% White 67% 58% 84% 65% 
 
The data from the suburban district indicated consistent underrepresentation in 
gifted programming for Hispanic/Latinx students and significant overrepresentation of 
White students in the district as a whole. Black students are not consistently 
underrepresented in gifted programming in this district. There are some years where there 
was an overrepresentation of Black students in the earlier grade (e.g. 2017-18 PK and 1st 
grades, 2018-19 K and 2nd grades).  Considering all five years of data, the data mirrors 
the underrepresentation at the state level, but is worse when disaggregated for the 
younger grades in this school district for Hispanic/Latinx students. Black students have 
inconsistent representation rates according to the data provided. 
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Rural District’s Secondary Data 
The following data presented in Tables 4.11, 4.12, 4.13, 4.14, and 4.15 is the 
participating rural district’s overall demographics (purple), demographics of students in 
gifted programming (teal), and the percentage of gifted students in kindergarten through 
second grade (pink) through the lens of disproportionality in gifted programming. 
Percentages of the whole are used to display data in order to keep the district’s data 
confidential. District total enrollment data was collected from publicly available sources 
of the Colorado’s Children’s Campaign and the Colorado Department of Education 
(Colorado Children’s Campaign, 2019; CDE, 2019b). The data specifically detailing the 
number of gifted students in the district as a whole and in the specific grade levels was 



























2014-15 Rural District’s Total Enrollment, Total Percentage Identified Gifted, and 
Young Students Identified Gifted 
 
2014-15 Rural District  
Total Enrollment 
2014-15 Rural District 
Percentage Identified 
Gifted 
2014-15 Rural District 
Percentage of 






15 Race/Ethnicity PK K 1 2 
American 
Indian or 






Alaskan Native - - - - 
Asian <1% Asian <1% Asian - - - - 















Hawaiian - - - - 
Two or More 1% Two or More 2% Two or More - - - - 
White 33% White 74% White - - - - 
 











2015-16 Rural District’s Total Enrollment, Total Percentage Identified Gifted, and 
Young Students Identified Gifted 
 
2015-16 Rural District  
Total Enrollment 
2015-16 Rural District 
Percentage Identified 
Gifted 
2015-16 Rural District 
Percentage of 






16 Race/Ethnicity PK K 1 2 
American 
Indian or 






Alaskan Native - - - - 
Asian 
<1% 
Asian 2% Asian - - - - 
Black 
4% 















Hawaiian - - - - 
Two or More 
1% 
Two or More 2% Two or More - - - - 
White 
33% 
White 72% White - - - - 
 











2016-17 Rural District’s Total Enrollment, Total Percentage Identified Gifted, and 





2016-17 Rural District 
Percentage Identified 
Gifted 
2016-17 Rural District 
Percentage of 






17 Race/Ethnicity PK K 1 2 
American 
Indian or 
Alaskan Native 0% 
American 
Indian or 
Alaskan Native 2% 
American 
Indian or 
Alaskan Native - 0% - - 
Asian <1% Asian <1% Asian - 0% - - 















Hawaiian - 0% - - 
Two or More 1% Two or More <1% Two or More - 0% - - 
White 32% White 72% White - 0% - - 
 













2017-18 Rural District’s Total Enrollment, Total Percentage Identified Gifted, and 








2017-18 Rural District Percentage 
of 

















Native - - 0% 0% 
Asian <1% Asian 0% Asian - - 0% 0% 


















Hawaiian - - 0% 0% 
Two or More 1% Two or More 2% Two or More - - 0% 0% 
White 33% White 71% White - - 0% 100% 
 












2018-19 Rural District’s Total Enrollment, Total Percentage Identified Gifted, and 








2018-19 Rural District Percentage 
of 

















Native - 0% 0% 11% 
Asian <1% Asian 0% Asian - 0% 0% 0% 


















Hawaiian - 0% 0% 0% 
Two or More 1% Two or More 2% Two or More - 0% 0% 0% 
White 32% White 65% White - 100% 60% 78% 
 
Note. The dash (“-”) indicates no identified gifted students were present in that grade 
level. 
 
The data from the rural district indicated consistent underrepresentation in gifted 
programming for Hispanic/Latinx students and significant overrepresentation of White 
students in the district as a whole. No Black students were reported as being identified in 
gifted in this district’s data set until school year 2018-19. Looking more closely at the 
representation in the early grades, the data is not consistent. This district did not have any 
students identified gifted in second grade or younger in 2014-15 and 2015-16. In the next 
three school years, there were some students being identified, but the representation is 
inconsistent. In addition, no students younger than kindergarten were reported as being 
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identified gifted in the data set.  Considering all five years of data, the data mirrors the 
underrepresentation at the state level when considering underrepresentation in gifted 
programming at the school district as a whole. When disaggregated for the younger 
grades in this school district there were inconsistent representation rates according to the 
data provided. 
Sample 
 The participants in this study were recruited from three separate school districts in 
the state of Colorado: one urban, one suburban, and one rural district. The purpose of the 
selection of participants from three different districts was not to compare the answers 
between groups. Instead, the reason three districts were utilized for participant 
recruitment was to better attain a sense of the essence of the phenomenon by 
investigating the experiences of those from a variety of environments. The participants 
for this research were comprised of two separate groups: 
• parents/guardians involved in the identification process of their student from a 
historically underrepresented population who was identified gifted in second 
grade or younger  
• educators or school district staff who have been involved in the gifted 
identification process of historically underrepresented students identified gifted in 
second grade or younger 
In all three districts combined, 55 participants consented to complete the 
educator/staff survey and actually 39 completed it. Forty-eight participants consented to 
complete the parent/guardian survey and 25 completed it. The responses of those who 
began the survey but were not eligible (and thus were automatically exited from the 
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survey) were deleted and not considered in the data reporting.   The difference in those 
who initially consented to take the survey and those that completed it was largely due to 
the requirements of the survey in relation to the purpose of this study. If a participant 
selected that their student was identified in third grade or above, they were not able to 
answer any further questions and the survey ended. Additionally, if the participant 
responded that the student did not identify as an underrepresented population (American 
Indian or Alaskan Native, Latinx, Black or African American, and Native Hawaiian or 
Other Pacific Islander), the survey ended, and they were not able to answer any further 
questions.  
All focus group participants had successfully completed the survey and opted in to 
being contacted by the research for an opportunity to participate in a single, one-hour 
focus group. The researcher conducted four separate focus groups: two groups of parents 
and two groups of educators participated.  
Survey Results 
Both closed and open questions were used in the online-administered surveys. There 
were advantages to using both kinds of survey questions. Ultimately the researcher chose 
to use both open and closed questions due to the potential benefits of each. Using some 
open questions for a phenomenological survey is favorable due to the methodology of 
examining a phenomenon through the experience of the participant. Open questions allow 
the participant to “more closely describe the real views…respondents like the opportunity 
to answer some questions in their own words” (Fowler, 2014, p. 88). Several of the 
questions were not feasible to have closed due to the nature of their response (Fowler, 
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2014). Closed questions were used in cases where a predetermined set of answers was 
appropriate.  
The types of questions were organized into the following categories during the 
creation of the survey: descriptive contextual questions, experience of the process of 
identification, communication experience, experience as a whole, experience into Action, 
and logistical questions regarding willingness to participate in the focus groups. The 
results of the survey questions are displayed in a series of figures and tables. The data is 
organized by question number following the order of the survey. Most of the results of 
both surveys’ questions are reported together because of the duplication of questions. 
Parents answered the survey questions in regard to their gifted child. The survey for 
educators instructed the participant to consider one student from an underrepresented 
population who was identified in second grade or younger and answer the questions 
based on their experience with that student in the gifted identification process. To review 
the survey as it appeared in the Qualtrics online platform, see Appendix G and Appendix 
H.  
All participants provided consent to complete the survey in question one. If a 
participant selected “no” to the consent form, they were immediately exited from the 
survey and not permitted to answer any questions. The full consent form for the surveys 
can be found in Appendix F. In the following description of results section, a figure or 
table is provided to display results from the survey questions. A narrative description is 




Description of Results 
The following figures depict the results of each figure alternating between 
responses from educators and responses from parents/guardians. The purpose of this 
survey was not to provide an analysis of the differences between districts within a group 
(urban vs. suburban vs. rural). The researcher found that the experiences of the members 
within each group was consistent across various settings. Figure 4.1 indicates the reported 
role of the participants of the Educator/District Staff survey. The majority of participants 
in the Educator/District Staff survey were gifted education teachers with 72% of 
responses. This is followed by 13% general education teachers, 8% district gifted support 
staff, and 8% other. The written responses in the “other” category included the following 
written-in responses: School Counselor, School Psychologist, and Instructional Coach. 
All participants in the Parent/Guardian survey indicated they were indeed a 
parent/guardian. 
Figure 4.1 
Educator/Staff Survey Question 2: Participant Reported Role 
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 In question three, participants were asked to select the race/ethnicity the student 
identifies as. Figures 4.2 and 4.3 illustrate the responses to the question. Students from all 
categories of underrepresentation were included in the results from both educators/district 
staff and parents/guardians. Sixty percent of the responses from the Educator/Staff survey 
were in regard to Latinx/Hispanic students followed by 28% Black or African American. 
The highest response rate for parents/guardians was also Latinx/Hispanic at 43% while 
37% were African American. These results mirror the demographics of the districts in the 
research in that the Latinx/Hispanic population is the largest race/ethnicity reported in 
overall demographics as detailed in Tables 4.4, 4.10, and 4.15. 
 
Figure 4.2 
Educator/Staff Survey Question 3: With your single student in mind, please select the 










In the fourth question, participants were asked when the student was identified as 
gifted. Figures 4.4 and 4.5 indicate a difference in the grade level the student was 
identified depending on who was answering the survey: parents/guardians or educators. 
Most notably, the majority of responses from parents came from students identified gifted 
in kindergarten followed by earlier than kindergarten; whereas, the educator/district staff 
responses were largely based on students identified in second grade. None of the 










Educator/Staff Survey Question 4: What grade was this student in when he/she was 




Parent/Guardian Survey Question 4: What grade was your child in when he/she was 
identified as gifted? 
 
Table 4.16 displays the responses from both survey participant groups regarding 
the child’s identified area of interest. More parents were unsure of the child’s area of 
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giftedness than educators/district staff. Seventeen percent more of the parents/guardians 
who responded indicated a talent aptitude as the area of giftedness. 
 
Table 4.16 
Educator/Staff Survey Question 5: What area was this student identified as gifted?  
Parent/Guardian Survey Question 5: What area is your child identified as gifted? 
 
 
In the sixth question, participants were asked to disclose the type of district they 
work (if educators/district staff) or send their students to school (if parents). Figures 4.6 
and 4.7 illustrate the responses in which urban received the most followed by suburban 
and rural. This information mirrors the population of the districts and is representative of 








Educator/Staff Survey Question 6: Which category best describes the type of school 
district the child attends? 
 
Figure 4.7 
Parent/Guardian Survey Question 6: Which category best describes the type of school 
district your child attends?  
 
Figures 4.8 and 4.9 illustrate the response to who initiated the gifted referral 
process. The gifted identification process was reported to be initiated from a universal 
screening for these young, underrepresented gifted students at a much higher rate from 
district staff at 61% when compared to families who responded to the survey indicating 
their identification began with universal screening in 20% of the responses. In contrast, 
only three percent of the responses from district staff indicated a family member initiated 
the identification process; whereas, 44% of the parents/guardians that responded 
indicated this response. 
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Figure 4.8 










In question eight, participants indicated the length of time it took for the 
identification process of the gifted student to be completed. Figures 4.10 and 4.11 depict 
the response to this question. Thirty-two percent of educators/staff indicate the process 
more than a year and 30% selected three to six months. This is different from parent 
response wherein 48% selected less than three months followed by 20% who selected 
three to six months.  Interestingly, more educators indicated that universal screening 
began the identification process while more parents/guardians indicated they were the 
ones to initiate the gifted identification process. The difference could be due to 
participant selection bias. Although the people who volunteered to participate in the 
survey and subsequent focus group may “appear to be equated to the nonvolunteers, their 
characteristics of higher motivation may introduce a bias that would invalidate reasonable 
comparison” or generalization to the population’s experience with the phenomenon of the 
gifted identification process for young, historically underrepresented populations as a 
whole (Best & Kahn, 2006, p. 157). This “higher motivation” could overlap with an 
increased motivation to advocate for gifted identification (initiate the process) and then 















Educator/Staff Survey Question 8: How long did the process take from the initiation of 
the referral to complete gifted identification? 
 
Figure 4.11 
Parent/Guardian Survey Question 8: How long did the process take from the initiation of 
the referral to complete gifted identification? 
 
 In regard to level of communication provided as referenced in the ninth question, 
87% of the responses by educators/staff indicated the level of communication was met or 
exceeded the state’s requirement during the identification process as seen in Figure 4.12. 
Thirty-six percent of parent participants indicated they were satisfied or extremely 
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satisfied with the amount of communication while 40% were dissatisfied or extremely 
dissatisfied, as demonstrated in Figure 4.13. 
Figure 4.12 
Educator/Staff Survey Question 9: How would you describe the level of communication 




Parent/Guardian Survey Question 9: How satisfied were you with the level of 
communication during the gifted identification process? 
 
 
A frequency table was used to display the data in Table 4.17. The reason for this 
is due to the open question response style for survey question ten. Participants, in this 
case educators/district staff, wrote in the answer to the question: “Prior to the 
identification process being initiated, how are parents made aware that gifted 
programming is available at your school district?” The researcher coded the answers 
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through synonym-based word frequency analysis. Many participants listed more than one 
way that information was provided to parents regarding the availability of gifted 
programming which made the frequency table the best way to display the data. The 
highest frequency responses were school website and the universal screener itself. 
 
Table 4.17 
Educator/Staff Survey Question 10: Prior to the identification process being initiated, 
how are parents made aware that gifted programming is available at your school 
district? 
 
Source of Communication Frequency 
afterschool meeting for parents 4 
classroom teacher 5 
district website 6 
gifted teacher 5 
letters home to parents 8 
newsletter 8 
school website 13 
school tour 2 
universal screener 10 
word of mouth 4 
not sure 4 
 
  
Of the families surveyed, 84% indicated they were aware the district had gifted 
programming prior to referral of the child for gifted identification. This information is 





Parent/Guardian Survey Question 10: Were you aware that your school district had 
gifted programming available prior to referral of your child? Did you provide any 
specific information about your child to help with the gifted identification process?  
 
 
When asked in question 11 if educators/district staff provided the opportunity for 
family to give information about the child during the identification process, 54% 
indicated they did ask for information (see Figure 4.15). A frequency table was used to 
display the data in Table 4.18. The reason for this is due to the open question response 
style of the second part of the question which requested participants to specify the 
information they requested from the student’s family. Participants, in this case 
educators/district staff, wrote in the answer to the question: “Did you ask the family to 
provide any specific information about the student to help with the identification process? 
If yes, please specify.” The researcher coded the answers from the open question 
response to specify the information requested through synonym-based word frequency 
analysis. Many participants listed more than one way that information is provided to 
parents regarding the availability of gifted programming which made the frequency table 




Educator/District Staff Survey Question 11: Did you ask the family to provide any 
specific information about the student to help with the identification process? If yes, 




Frequency Table for Descriptive answers to Educator/Staff Survey Question 11: Did you 
ask the family to provide any specific information about the student to help with the 
identification process? If yes, please specify.  
 
 
Figure 4.16 provides a visual image for question 11. Parents responded to whether 
or not they were asked to provide information about their child during the gifted 
identification process. Fifty-six percent of responses confirmed the family was asked to 
provide specific information. Using the written responses of the parents/guardians who 
indicated they did provide specific information about their child to aid in the gifted 
identification process, the following categories were determined through coding the open 
responses: written questionnaire, parent interview, video evidence, and work samples 
(see Table 4.19). Each participant only listed one item that was provided to the district. 
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The responses are listed as a percentage of the whole because of the sample size who 
answered this portion of the question and due to the fact that each response contained 
only one item. 
Figure 4.16 
Parent/Guardian Survey Question 11: Did you provide any specific information about 




Parent/Guardian Survey Question 11: Categories of descriptions from parents/guardians 
who indicated they did provide specific information about their child to help with the 
gifted identification process. 
 
 
A frequency table was used to display the data in Table 4.20 due to the open 
question response style of the following question: “From your experience, what were the 
positive aspects of the gifted identification process for this student?” The researcher 
coded the answers from the open question responses to determine categories from the 
information requested. Many participants listed more than one positive aspect of the 
identification process which made the frequency table the best way to display the data. 
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The most frequent response related to Student Support After Identification. Many of the 
participants provided examples of how the gifted identification label itself was positive 
even though the question was worded to identify positive aspects of the process itself. 
Alternatively, all other categories related to the identification process itself with Family 
Support, Teacher Partnership and Student Support During Identification being the next 
most frequent responses. 
Table 4.20 
Educator/District Staff Survey Question 12: From your experience, what were the 
positive aspects of the gifted identification process for this student? 
 
 
A frequency table was used to display the data in table 4.21 due to the open 
question response style of the following question: “From your experience, what were the 
positive aspects of the gifted identification process?” The researcher coded the answers 
from the open question responses to determine themes from the information requested. 
Many participants listed more than one positive aspect of the identification process which 
made the frequency table he best way to display the data. One theme that emerged was 
“nothing positive about the experience.” To be clear, these responses were not indicative 
of a “non-response.” The participants explicitly stated that they could not report anything 






Parent/Guardian Survey Question 12: From your experience, what were the positive 
aspects of the gifted identification process? 
 
 
A frequency table was used to display the data in Table 
4.22 due to the open question response style of the 
following question: “From your experience, how could 
the gifted identification process of students from young, 
historically underrepresented populations be improved?” 
The researcher coded the answers from the open question 
responses to determine themes from the information 
requested. Many participants listed more than one way the 
identification process could be improved based on their 
specific experience which made the frequency table the 
best way to display the data. The highest frequency 
response from Educators/Staff was Culturally Responsive 
Assessments. 
 
Table 4.22  
Educator/District Staff Survey Question 13: From your 
experience, how could the gifted identification process of 
students for young, historically underrepresented 




A frequency table was used to display the data in Table 4.23 due to the open 
question response style of the following question: “From your experience, how could the 
gifted identification process of your child be improved?” The researcher coded the 
answers from the open question responses to determine themes from the information 
requested. Many participants listed more than one way the identification process could be 
improved based on their specific experience which made the frequency table the best way 
to display the data.  Communication during Identification Process was the most frequent 
response. 
Table 4.23 
Parent/Guardian Survey Question 13: From your experience, how could the gifted 
identification process of your child be improved? 
 
 
The final question in both surveys only appears to those who have indicated their 
willingness to participate in a focus group (as depicted in Figures 4.17 and 4.18). 
Participants were asked to provide their contact information in order to be contacted by 
the researcher regarding the scheduling of a focus group meeting if the selected yes in the 
previous question. In order to keep all participants confidential, the results to this 
question are not reported. In the Parent/Guardian Survey, there is one additional question 
that provides the opportunity to request an interpreter at the focus group. 100% of the 
participants who answered the question indicated they did not prefer for an interpreter to 
be present at the focus group meeting. 
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Figure 4.17 
Educator/District Staff Survey Question 14: Would you be willing to participate in a 





Parent/Guardian Survey Question 14: Would you be willing to participate in a small, 




Focus Group Results 
Four focus groups were conducted for the purposes of this study. District staff 
from the urban district and rural district who had experience in the gifted identification 
process of underrepresented students (American Indian or Alaskan Native, Latinx, Black 
or African American and Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander) identified gifted in 
second grade or younger participated in two separate focus groups. Families of students 
from the urban district and the suburban district, whose student from an underrepresented 
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population was identified gifted in second grade or below, participated in two separate 
focus groups. 
Horizonalization, Reduction, and Elimination 
The first step of analyzing this phenomenological focus group data was 
horizonalization. Horizonalization is the “recognition that every statement has equal 
value” and listing “every expression relevant to the experience” (Moustakas, 1994, pp. 
119, 125). When recording horizons, the researcher considered the following two 
questions as recommended by Moustakas (1994): “Does it contain a moment of the 
experience that is a necessary and sufficient constituent for understanding it? Is it 
possible to abstract and label it?” (p.121). The next part of the process was reduction and 
elimination. During this process, the researcher reviewed all horizons and listed the 
meaning units. Then the meaning units are “clustered into common categories or themes, 
removing overlapping and repetitive statements” (Moustakas, 1994, p. 119).  
Codes 
Codes were determined by the process of horizonalization, reduction, and 
elimination. “Moustakas (1994) noted that meaning units can be understood as finding 
commonalities among the codes and condensing the code list into a truncated list of 
meaning units” (as cited in Buser et al., 2016, p. 329). Analyzing the data by reducing 
information to meaning units or codes was imperative to the process of determining the 
results from the study. Table 4.24 outlines the codes (both parent and child codes) and 





Codes Determined from All Focus Groups 
Code Descriptions 
Advocacy Supporting or promoting the needs of the young, underrepresented 
gifted child 
        Family Advocacy  Family promotes and/or initiates the gifted identification Process 
 Family 
Understanding 
Family Relies on their Understanding of the Child’s gifted 
characteristics to support the identification process 
 District Advocacy District/Teacher supports or promotes child in identification process 
             Programming Teacher begins gifted programming prior to gifted identification 
        District Supports  
        Teachers 
District provides support to teachers in furthering understanding of 
gifted identification process 
 Teacher 
Communication 





Information from district regarding identification process is provided 
to families 
Teacher Initiates and 
Promotes Gifted ID 
Teacher recognizes gifted potential to initiate the identification 
process 
Barriers in Process anything that restrains or obstructs progress or access to gifted 
identification process 
   Gen Ed Teacher   
   Perceptions 
Perceptions of general education teachers that limit the 
identification of gifted, young underrepresented students 
   Lack of Information Information that is needed to understand and appropriately advocate 
for gifted identification is limited and lacking as described by 
participants 
   Need for Funding or  
   Resources 
Scarcity of resources or funding needed to adequately identify gifted 
students 
Needed Awareness Participants explain their opinion on the need for more awareness 
related to gifted identification and the lack of awareness which 
negatively affects underrepresented populations 
Paperwork as an 
Obstacle 
District staff and teachers explore their idea of paperwork and data 
entry as an obstacle in gifted identification process 
School Admin Negative experiences with school administrators that are barriers in 
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Code Descriptions 
the gifted identification process 
Student Missed with 
Data 
District staff and teachers comment on the occasions in which they 
have discovered young, historically underrepresented students 
should have been identified earlier due to the data being available. 
Teacher Retention Participants provide their experience on the negative impact of lack 
of teacher retention affecting the gifted identification process of 
young, historically underrepresented students 
Time District staff and teachers comment on the lack of time available to 
do their jobs as it relates to gifted identification process 
Wrong Information 
from District or 
Teacher 
Participants provide their experiences receiving incorrect 
information from the school district regarding the identification 
process 
Cultural Mismatch Incompatibilities between the home culture and the school culture 
as it relates to the gifted identification process for young 
underrepresented students 
Feelings or Emotions in 
Regard to Phenomenon 
The general state of consciousness regarding the phenomenon 
considered independently of particular sensations or thoughts. 
Testing for Gifted 
Identification 
The common testing-related experiences related to gifted 
identification of young underrepresented students. 
Alternative Methods of 
Testing 
Suggestions regarding the need for different assessments than what 
are already available 
Local Norms Discussion regarding the use of local norms instead of national 
norms for qualifying scores 
Barriers in Testing Specific obstructions in the testing process that prohibit or slow the 
identification process 
GIA Pathway Suggestions from district/staff or teachers for the use of the general 
intellectual pathway to identify students due to the barriers of other 
pathways 
Observation Scales SIGS (Scales for Identifying Gifted Students) and GES (Gifted Rating 
Scales) are discussed as an experience of the identification process. 
Universal Screening “The systematic assessment of ALL students within a grade 
level for identifying students with exceptional ability or 
potential, especially students from traditionally 
underrepresented populations” (Colorado Office of Gifted 
Education, 2019, p. 12). 
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Critical Race Theory: GiftedCrit™ as a Frame for the Themes 
Critical Race Theory (CRT), more specifically GiftedCrit™ (Greene, 2017), was 
used as a theoretical lens throughout this study. Yosso (2006) defines CRT in education 
as “a theoretical and analytical framework that challenges the ways race and racism 
impact educational structures” (p. 74). Ledesma & Calderón (2015) state, “From issues of 
pedagogy, curriculum, to leadership, policy, and school politics, CRT in education 
highlights the persistence of racism across education” (p. 207). When considering the 
underrepresentation of gifted students of color through the lens of Critical Race Theory, 
the researcher worked to uncover racial injustice in action within gifted education.  “CRT 
challenges White privilege and refutes the claims that educational institutions make 
toward objectivity, meritocracy, color-blindness, race neutrality and equal opportunity” 
(Yosso, 2006, p. 74). Capper (2015) states:  
CRT scholars in education moved the research on race in education (Tate, 1997) 
and educational leadership (López, 2003) from a racial deficit perspective to 
unearthing the prevalence and persistence of racism within society and 
reproduced in education and schools (race is endemic to society). (p. 795)  
 
Other scholars have worked to reveal the institutionalized racism within gifted 
education (Hurt, 2018; Herr, 1999). Robin Greene (2017) first trademarked the term 
“GiftedCrit™” (Gifted Critical Race Theory) in her doctoral research project: “Gifted 
Culturally Linguistically Diverse Learners: A School-Based Exploration.” Greene (2017) 
remarks that while CRT in education has been explored by many researchers, the specific 
lens of gifted education has not been utilized (p. 37). In her description of this 
intersection between gifted education and Critical Race theory, Greene (2017) explains: 
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GiftedCrit™ must be used to analyze gifted culturally linguistically diverse 
learners’ ability to obtain property and the system-wide mechanisms that support 
or hinder access. Once the field has begun to uncover those mechanisms, then 
research-based recommendations can be made so as to change the practice of 
teachers and administrators; thus impacting the learners. (p. 210) 
 
The purpose of this study was to examine the implications of the low numbers of 
identified gifted young, historically underrepresented students. Throughout this 
examination, the researcher analyzed this population’s ability to “obtain property” and to 
reveal the “system-wide mechanisms that support or hinder access” in order to make 
recommendations to change of policies and procedures that affect the identification of 
young, historically underrepresented gifted students (Greene, 2017, p. 210). These 
system-wide mechanisms and processes (racial injustices) are described through the 
themes resulting from the collected data. “As a framework, CRT is at its best when its 
lens is directed at identifying racism and the racialized nature of different aspects of 
education,” in this case, gifted education (Tichavakunda, 2019, p. 652). 
Emerging Themes 
After considering the codes, descriptions, and many reviews of the transcripts and 
survey results, the researcher employed an intuitive-reflective process in order to 
determine the themes of the participants’ experiences. Moustakas (1994) describes this 
process: 
All things become clear and evident through an intuitive-reflective process, 
through a transformation of what is seen; first intuitively in the common 
appearance, in the manner in which something is presented and then in the 
fullness and clarity of the intuitive-reflective process. (p.32) 
 
Themes can be defined as “broad units of information that consist of several codes 
aggregated to form a common idea” (Creswell, 2013, p. 186). Four major themes 
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emerged from this research study and are used to describe the phenomenon: (a) advocacy 
for the gifted, young, historically underrepresented student, (b) barriers to gifted 
identification, (c) cultural mismatches between school and home cultures, and (d) testing 
for gifted identification as both a barrier and support for gifted, young underrepresented 
students. In the next section, these themes are explored through the lens of each of the 
research questions with specific examples from the collected data. These are considered 
the textural-structural descriptions.  These descriptions include what participants 
experienced and how the participants experienced the phenomenon wherein the goal is to 
“formulate a rich, accurate, detailed description of the participant experience, returning to 
the original transcript and incorporating the participant’s own voice in the description” 
(Buser et al., 2016, p. 329; Creswell, 2013, p. 82). The central research questions for this 
study were used to guide the organization of the upcoming discussion:  
• What are educators’ experiences of the gifted identification process of young, 
historically underrepresented students?  
• What are parents’ experiences of the gifted identification process for their young, 
historically underrepresented child? 
While demographic information was not collected for participants themselves, the 
following information is important to remember when considering the voices of the 
parents/guardians and the educators in this report. All parents/guardians confirmed in the 
survey that their child was identified gifted in second grade or earlier and the child 
identified as one of the historically underrepresented populations (American Indian or 
Alaskan Native, Latinx, Black or African American, and Native Hawaiian or Other 
Pacific Islander). Educators confirmed that they were considering a student from a 
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historically underrepresented population who was identified gifted in second grade or 
below. The demographics and ethnicities of the participating educators were not 
explicitly collected, but it’s important to consider the educators in Colorado are 
overwhelmingly comprised of white women (CDE, 2019c).  It’s important to consider 
that the lived experiences of the educators are likely quite different than those of the 
parents/guardians who are giving their lived experiences. 
Advocacy for the Gifted, Young, Historically Underrepresented Student 
The first theme in this textural-structural description is advocacy for the gifted, 
young historically underrepresented student populations. This theme was evident in data 
collected from both participant groups. The way the advocacy emerged was different for 
each group as parents and district staff play different roles in the gifted identification 
process for young, underrepresented students. In regard to educators of gifted students, 
Kaplan (2003) implores, “The role and perspective of the teacher as advocate is 
important, and yet it is often overlooked” (p.44). Educators in this study echoed this 
statement throughout the data collection process. Educator Participant #1 gave an account 
of a time when a parent was able to communicate their appreciation for the educator’s 
advocacy in getting their student identified and goes on to emphasize the need to 
advocate for underrepresented populations: 
Educator Participant 1: Mom just told me last week, she goes, "If you wouldn't 
have done that, our family and his education would look a whole lot different 
right now. Because it was getting really hard to handle his outbursts and his anger, 
as a first grader.” I'm like, okay, so we've got these kids who have families who 
know how to navigate that situation. What is it like for the families who don't 
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know how to navigate the system, and don't understand how the process works? 
Then their kids are coming home angry, and frustrated, and upset every day at 
school. I think that's something we need to work on doing a better job, is making 
our non-dominant culture families feel a little bit more at home and at ease in our 
schools. I think then this stuff will come where they start to feel more comfortable 
asking for special programs and asking for special support. 
Two other educator participants explicitly call out their belief that advocacy plays a role 
in the identification of young, underrepresented students: 
Educator Participant 4: Well, I think that our role in the identification process is 
that we are the primary advocate. 
Educator Participant 2: I think we have to be the advocates for the children, for 
the students, and it's a lot of work like that. Give them the most opportunities 
possible to show what they know. 
Yet another educator participant described the process in their district that provides a tool 
for teachers to advocate for this special population. This tool is an example of educator 
advocacy: 
Educator Participant 7: "Well, if this is what that dominant culture indicator is, 
what does that look like in our Latino population? What does that look like in our 
low-income population?" Then they had a little bar at the bottom where you'd 
start writing kids' names down. Then we'd just have clipboard on their desk. One 
week, they would gather one characteristic. It would just be one characteristic, it's 
all they were thinking about that week. They'd come back with that evidence, and 
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then the next week, they'd do a different characteristic. They moved that 
characteristic over a quarter, and we were able to pull a couple kids. 
An example of advocacy in the data from the educator survey is that over 50% of the 
participants responded that they did ask family members to provide information about 
their student during the identification process. A variety of methods of data collection 
were listed in the survey with a parent questionnaire being the most common.  
The parent participants also provided their own examples of advocacy for their 
young, historically underrepresented student when describing the phenomenon of the 
gifted identification process. Grantham et al. (2005) indicate that “When schools include 
parents of culturally diverse students in the gifted program identification and placement 
decision-making processes, they stand a greater chance of not being overlooked” (p. 
146). One parent participant explained her experience with advocating for testing for her 
gifted Black preschooler: 
Parent/Guardian Participant 3: “So I said to make sure they test him. But they 
kept asking me, "How do you know all this stuff?” I said, "I've worked with 
children before." So they tested him and found out that he was, at four years old, 
he's reading at a fifth grade level. 
The results of the test confirmed her beliefs about her child’s abilities. Another set of 
participants described the process of advocacy in their experience with the gifted 
identification process of their young, underrepresented children: 
Parent/Guardian 5: We need to know how we can help our child 
Parent/Guardian 2: We had to contact the Dean, get the information, figure out the 
dates. It wasn't posted, but she had emailed us the stuff we asked for. 
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Parent/Guardian 4: My second daughter, again, really high achiever. Nobody 
identified her though, she went to the same pre-school they didn't say anything, 
kindergarten nothing. But at the end of the kindergarten year the district wanted to 
open an achieve institute, which is their GT magnet school. And they said, "If you 
think your child could be gifted, let us know and we'll test them." So I did. I 
initiated that process. 
Parent/Guardian participants described experiences of having school district staff not 
believe what they knew about their child being gifted and having to fight and advocate 
for the label in the following example: 
I'm telling you, we had administrators and stuff like the principal at the time in the 
school that he was in before we switched schools. She said, "You're just his 
mom." We had to fight all that time to get just the necessities. That's what's so 
hard for me about gifted education, special education and just education in 
general for our Black and Brown children. That's what is so challenging for me. 
It's like why do they have to fight just to get the necessities when their White 
counterparts, that's unheard of? 
In the survey from parents/guardians of gifted, young historically 
underrepresented students, Figure 4.14 indicates 84% of the participants knew there was 
a gifted program at the district which specifies a foundation for advocacy. In addition, an 
example of advocacy from both the parents/guardians and educators is displayed in 
Figure 4.9 wherein 44% of responses indicated that the parent initiated the gifted 
identification process and 28% were initiated by a teacher. This shows that, according to 
the parent/guardian participants answering, 72% of the processes began through the 
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advocacy of the parent or teacher. Advocacy emerged as a theme throughout both set of 
participants groups and Grantham et al. (2005) indicate an important element of advocacy 
through their statement: “To reverse underrepresentation among culturally diverse gifted 
students, the role of parents as advocates is critical” (p. 146). 
Barriers to Identification for Gifted, Young, Historically Underrepresented Students 
 Participants in both groups shared their experience of a myriad of barriers they 
encountered throughout the identification process of young, historically underrepresented 
gifted students. For the purpose of this research, barrier means “anything that restrains or 
obstructs progress or access” within the gifted identification process for young, 
historically underrepresented students (Collins English Dictionary, n.d.). During the 
survey and focus group processes, many participants shared experiences that included 
barriers to the identification process. The following barriers will be discussed in this 
section with examples from the data: perceptions of general education teachers hindering 
the process, a need for additional funding or resources for gifted teachers, technology 
used in testing process affecting students, paperwork necessary to process information by 
the gifted teacher, data being overlooked and delaying the identification process, lack of 
information and awareness of the identification process, the lack of communication for 
families to understand the process and how to support students, feelings of 
disenfranchisement and confusion by families during the process, and the lack of systems 
in place to actually identify any students as gifted earlier than kindergarten. 
The first area explored is educators sharing their experience of the perceptions of 
general education teachers as a barrier to identifying young, historically underrepresented 
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gifted students. This barrier has been mirrored across research studies investigating 
teacher perceptions of gifted education and identification:  
Greake and Gross (2008) found teachers have an overall negative view of gifted 
education and Maia-Pinto and Fleith (2002) determined teachers possess 
superficial ideas and outright misconceptions pertaining to the concept of gifted 
and lack information about the identification of students with gifted abilities. (as 
cited in Sawyer, 2016, p. 33) 
 
One educator participant indicated her experience with a teacher’s disbelief that a  
young student from a historically underrepresent population was gifted even with the data 
to support it, “Well, actually sometimes I have the reverse thing happen, meaning that I 
have some data, and they're like, ‘That kid can't be gifted.’” Another educator participant 
talked about the barrier of teacher perception during a teacher checklist for gifted 
education characteristics, “She [the general education teacher] grades low. And several 
students who have good data outside her checklist, she rates them at 12.” This rating of a 
12, she explained, would stop the identification process for this student due to policies 
within the district requiring a teacher marking off a specific number of characteristics on 
a checklist in order to move forward in the identification process. 
Many educator participants remarked upon the need for additional funding or 
resources as a barrier in the identification process. “Sometimes it's crazy difficult. How 
can I get 16 ITBS's done in the fall?” asks one educator participant when lamenting about 
time it takes to complete the identification process. One participant explained that her 
experience working as a gifted teacher between several schools was a barrier. She 
explained her idea of how it would be beneficial to have less schools on her caseload: 
Because then, perhaps, you would be at only two schools. Or maybe even one 
school. And all of this, or much of this, wouldn't be a challenge anymore. Because 
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you'd see your front office staff daily, and they would say, "Oh, we've got a new 
kid." Or the SPED teacher might say, "Oh, I just ran an eval on this kid, you 
should see his IQ" I think that would get rid of so many barriers. Because adults 
would have relationships, and that would support kids. 
Another participant details her experience with technology in the universal 
screening that she conducts for her district. The lack of consistency on the type of 
technology used is a barrier falling in the category of lack of resources. She explains: 
One thing that I think is a problem with the NNAT is the technology. 
Kindergartners may have used iPADs to do everything, and then all of a sudden, 
there aren't enough, so I need to do it on the computer. Not only do I need to do it 
on a computer, I need to use a mouse. And so they get in there, and I'm teaching 
them how to use the mouse before they take the test. 
Educators also provided their experience with amount of paperwork involved in 
the identification process as a barrier and indicated “Sometimes just doing the paperwork 
is the obstacle part. We can't all keep up with that.” Teacher retention was also a common 
theme in the category of barriers to the gifted identification process. One educator stated, 
“I guess I feel like that I was not going to just let this little gal fall through the cracks, just 
because this school has had kind of an up and down history of GT people assigned there. 
I think that that is sometimes what happens with some of our smaller schools, is that they 
get different people assigned.” Another participant echoed this statement: 
My experience as a person who does identification is that I often have changed 
schools. So I'm picking up data details and stuff that somebody else created, 
compiled, maybe kept track of. Just that whole thing, and I think we're really 
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seeing the impact of that about switching teachers so often. We need increased 
GT specialist support at the same school and have it be continuous. 
Several mentions of testing data being overlooked for young, underrepresented 
populations emerged in the theme of barriers to gifted identification. One educator 
participant remarked, “Her reading score in kindergarten was 99. I'm not really sure why 
she's not flagged.” Another said, “But no, they did the SIGS even in kindergarten. This 
little gal was just waiting to be identified, but nobody had consistently looked at the data” 
which could also relate back to the barrier stated above regarding teacher retention. In 
addition, several educators mentioned experiences where the burden of paperwork 
contributed to lack of identification: “Several times, there were qualifying NNAT scores 
that had never been entered.” 
 Lack of information and awareness of gifted programming and identification was 
the most common theme within the category of barriers for both educators and 
parent/guardian participants. In regard to awareness and information one educator 
indicated: 
They're not given the information to know how to navigate, to know how to ask 
for the help. I think providing that information early on would be really 
valuable…I think there's that culture gap, there's also an access gap and an 
information gap. I don't think our Latino community always feels as informed as 
the White community. From what I've seen in some of the other buildings, and 
from when I talk to our District Translator, they just don't feel as informed. They 
feel like they're not getting all the information. One thing that I think would be 
beneficial…is to have a Parent Night in kindergarten for all parents, but really 
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make it like an open house style thing, so that parents of kids in preschool and 
kindergarten level grade kids, whose parents are like, "My kid's reading already. 
My kid's precocious. They're adding, they're doing math, they're this, they're that," 
would have more awareness of the gifted program. 
Complications regarding communication to parents was brought up by an educator who 
stated: 
I would just like to know specifically what parents, what communication they get. 
Because in the past sometimes, it's really fuzzy. They're like, oh yeah, they were 
identified [gifted], and I go back, and I look at the record. I'm like, no they 
weren't. 
Another educator empathized to the parents going through the “convoluted identification 
process” as she brought up the point that “I'm sure it's also very confusing for parents of 
younger students because this is their first exposure, often. I don't know how they can 
make this clearer.” The experience with communication in native language as a barrier 
surfaced as well when educators stated:  
…maybe they are informed but not in a way that they are understanding. Because 
many times, the school says, ‘Well, we sent them a letter.’ Or, "We sent them a 
form’. Well, how do we know the parents are able to read that letter that we sent 
home? And just because it's written in Spanish doesn't mean the parents are 
literate in Spanish. 
Parents/guardians also expressed their experience with the barrier of 
communication during the gifted identification process for their young, historically 
underrepresented children.  
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So we picked up a packet, they said, "Okay, you got to fill this out. Once you turn 
it back in, if", whatever those questions were, nobody explained them to me, but a 
socially emotional, social kind of question about our child. 
Another parent/guardian participant echoed this statement when describing their 
experience with the identification of their daughter in kindergarten who identifies as 
being from one of the historically underrepresented populations. “They had a new GT 
coordinator. I don't know how it all works…we went to her office at the district, and she 
did some test, and they identified her. So she started first grade with an ALP.” Separately, 
a parent/guardian participant explained the lack of communication during the 
identification process that led to an alleged threat by the district to remove their child’s 
gifted label: 
Then, about a week later, I get a call from the now returned GT coordinator with 
the district incredibly upset that he was tested twice, because apparently that's 
against the state rules. That you have to wait a certain amount of period before 
you can test again. Which, again, I didn't know, I didn't ask for this test, I didn't 
initiate that. And so she was like, "You know, I could challenge that, and we 
could get those second test scores thrown out." And I was like, "What? This is 
not"... But after I was like, "Okay. That's enough." I wrote a response letter, and I 
actually asked to meet with the superintendent because I thought, "This is 
ridiculous." The amount of phone calls, and back and forths, and forms, and all of 
that process. I've always thought that, "How is this"... And when I had my 
meeting with the superintendent after the whole debacle with my son, I said that, 
"You know, I have the privilege of having this meeting with you. How many 
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parents don't?" They don't have answers for me, but it's a very bureaucratic 
process, and not everybody knows those rules. 
A huge piece of the identification process is testing and the barrier of the lack of 
awareness and communication during the process continued to emerge throughout the 
data collection process. One parent of a young, gifted student from a historically 
underrepresented  population indicated, “As far as the testing goes, we weren't made 
aware of the testing, what they were testing for, I just brought him in and said, ‘Hey, 
you're going to come do some schoolwork.’”  
Parents explained feeling of confusion and disenfranchisement during the process 
when describing the following experience with the gifted identification process: 
I think for a parent who had no background knowledge, I mean just knowing that 
that was an option within our district, I had no idea. And then just knowing the 
whole process, I mean I felt like I was in the principal's office the whole time 
because I didn't understand. And I have a master’s degree, so I felt disempowered 
in that sense where I should know these things, but I didn't. And I'm also in this 
space of, "I don't really even want to ask these questions," because I felt 
uncomfortable because I was guilty and shaming myself as a parent that I should 
know these things. 
The data collected from the survey depicted barriers in the process regarding 
communication as well. Forty percent of families reported they were dissatisfied or 
extremely dissatisfied with the level of communication during the identification process 
in the survey (see Figure 4.15). Additionally, when educators were asked how families 
are made aware of the gifted programming in the district, the two most popular responses 
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were “school website” and “universal screening” (see Figure 4.17). The communication 
regarding the district’s intent to conduct universal screening itself is not a description of 
giftedness, the identification, or programming. There may be a description of the test, but 
educators even responded that general education teachers and parents are confused by the 
results that come back even asking if a referral to special education is necessary when the 
score is low. In addition, a family must have access to the internet to view the school’s 
website and it must be in the language in which the family member is literate (assuming 
they are) in order for it to be helpful information. 
A barrier that is depicted through the secondary data is that the urban and rural 
districts have not identified anyone in the age before kindergarten in the last five years 
(see Tables 4.1-4.5 and Tables 4.11-4.15). While all three districts have public preschools 
and serve this age of student, only the suburban district identified gifted students younger 
than kindergarten in the past five years. When asked about this during member checking, 
both representatives from the rural and urban districts explained that they do not 
proactively work to identify students at that age and if it occurs, it is through family 
advocacy. 
Cultural Mismatches Between School and Home Cultures 
 A Cultural Mismatch occurs when incompatibilities are evident between the home 
culture and the school culture as it relates to the gifted identification process for gifted, 
young, historically underrepresented students. “Broadly, cultural mismatch theory asserts 
that inequality is produced when the cultural norms in mainstream institutions do not 
match the norms prevalent among social groups which are underrepresented in those 
institutions” (Stephens & Townsend, 2015, p. 1304). One parent participant provides an 
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example about her experience with the gifted identification process in which she 
expressed concern over the cultural differences in the initial testing process: 
So it was a new school for us, and then there was no GT coordinator at the time, I 
think she was on leave or something, and so they had a substitute GT coordinator 
who I think was a GT teacher, but he was retired. So he was this very older man. 
He was white, and my kids aren't. So it was so bizarre to me to send my five year 
old off with this man in a different building. But they took him to a different 
room, and I would say he was gone maybe between five and 10 minutes, it was 
brief. He brought him back, and I was like, "Oh, did you have fun?" And my son 
said, "Yes", and I said, "What did you do?" He was like, "We played basketball 
with the little tiny hoop over a trashcan." He explained that to me. And then the 
guy said, "Okay, well let's sit down I want to talk to you about his results." And I 
was surprised, I'm like, "How do you have results in eight minutes? But okay." So 
we sat down and he's like, "Actually your son isn't even on, this is the bell curve, 
you're son's actually on this side. He's not GT." And my husband was working so 
he couldn't be there with me, and I'm like, "Okay." Which is just... I mean, my son 
was the only one in pre-school reading, he was an incredibly high achiever. When 
he was 18 months old, he was doing puzzles. It just seemed bizarre. But okay, 
whatever. I'm not one of those parents that's going to say, "No, you're wrong. My 
child's perfect." That's not me. One thing that I really hated about the testing piece 
is that as people of color, relationship is so important, and you want me to just 
hand my kid over to some stranger who doesn't look like them, or sound like 
them, and expect them to do really well on a test? Because who would? To me, I 
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wish I would have asked more questions about how the process was on behalf of 
my student. 
This participant goes on to explain how her child was identified as gifted in the following 
school year. She described her experience with cultural incompatibility in that she was 
asked to go to a different school and hand her child over to a man who was culturally 
very different than her child and felt like, in her culture, it wasn’t her place to argue about 
the results of the test (which did end up being incorrect). In the next excerpt, two parent 
participants give their experience with asking questions regarding the cultural 
mismatches they knew were evident in gifted programming. 
Parent Participant 2:    I went to one of those meetings, I was one of the ones that 
was asking... "So tell me about the diversity, will my kids be the only black kids 
here?" 
Parent Participant 1: I asked that, too. 
Parent Participant 2: Oh, okay, so I wasn't the only one. 
Parent Participant 1: No. I actually went to the principal and I'm like, "What's 
your strategies to bridge these cultures together?" She was like, "What are you 
talking about?" 
Another participant acknowledged her concerns of cultural incompatibility during the 
identification process of her young, Black child:  
They tested him when he was going to go into kindergarten, and they wanted him 
to go to [the gifted elementary school in the district], but I wouldn't put him in 
there because I didn't think there was enough or any representation of people that 
look like him. 
 121 
When the researcher asked if her sons were tested because she was directly advocating 
for them, she responded with another example of the concern of cultural mismatch and its 
effects on students of color: 
You're absolutely correct, but a lot of Black parents don't know that you have to 
advocate for your child. They're getting it little by little, but most of them don't 
know, and because they don't know and don't have the information, then what 
tends to happen is their child could be highly gifted, but you wouldn't know it 
because what teachers tend to do, and three quarters of the teaching population is 
White females, and so because of that, there's this idea that especially with Black 
boys, that they're somehow more aggressive, more violent, more this and more 
that. They're not prepared for our children, especially our children of color. 
Because like I said, what's traditionally believed is that they're a behavior 
problem. 
The issue this parent from a historically underrepresented population is referring to is that 
Black boys are perceived to be more aggressive than their white peers. As Dr. Ibram X. 
Kendi implored in his 2018 keynote speech at the American University’s annual Summit 
Institute on Education Equity and Justice, creating a false narrative that Black boys are 
dangerous (and therefore unqualified for gifted education) is a direct function of systemic 
racism (Brunini, 2018). This is the narrative that the parent was referring to that is 
impeding the ability for young Black boys to receive referrals for gifted screenings.  
Educators also responded with their experiences that speak to this theme. One 
educator describes the cultural mismatch she believes is evident between White, 
dominant culture and Latinx girls: 
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Because when we talk about, especially Latinas, sometimes they are quieter. The 
boys, I've noticed, when I do testing, tend to be a little squirlier because they just 
are, and the girls tend to be a little bit quieter and again, why I'm getting referrals 
of students in eighth grade who should have been identified well back, so we're 
talking about that. I find that my students of color don't always score as well on 
them if they're rated by a dominant culture teacher, which is why I really find our 
dual language teachers to be a huge asset. They're all fluent and I think it's just 
culturally, I think you see the students in different way than maybe I see the 
students. I think there's a different perspective in behaviors that they see, and how 
they portray their giftedness. I think that's a huge asset. 
The importance of the theme Cultural Mismatch is validated again through 
Stephens and Townsend’s (2015) statement, “When institutions reflect the norms of 
mainstream groups, they disadvantage members of underrepresented groups who adhere 
to different norms” (p. 1304). In the next example, the educator participant goes on to 
explain how her experience with elements of the gifted identification process were 
tailored to the dominant culture’s population providing a cultural mismatch within the 
gifted identification process: 
We’ve ignored populations. We're using indicators that have been developed off 
of norms, off of a predominately dominant culture population, and we're using 
those indicators to drive our identification and referral process for somebody, 
some individuals of a completely different culture and different cultural norms. 
Again, I think, when we talk about that identification process, I think we really 
have to take in account when we use teacher rating skills, who's providing the 
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data and what is their background? First, you get to that, but also their background 
with the culture of the student they're evaluating. I think it ties back into like what 
we value in our dominant culture, we value achievement over ability, but 
giftedness is not just an achievement path. It's not. You might be gifted and 
achieve, but you could absolutely be gifted and not achieve. They are not like 
mutually exclusive. 
Both participant groups expressed their concern over the lived experience of cultural 
incompatibilities and how this was evident in the phenomenon. This is mirrored in all the 
secondary data tables through the simple acknowledgement of underrepresentation. The 
gifted identification process results in students from the White, dominant culture being 
labeled gifted at a much higher rate than their peers of color both in the state and within 
each district.  
Testing for Gifted Identification as a Barrier and Support  
 The final major theme that emerged in this study relates to the testing process in 
gifted identification of young, underrepresented students as both a barrier and a support. 
Both groups of participants shared their experiences with the testing of their child or 
student. Universal screening was discussed by the educators as both a barrier and a 
support. One educator indicated the importance of using the universal screener through 
the experience she had in her district in identifying gifted young students from 
historically underrepresented populations:  
She would not really have gotten that far without that initial kindergarten 
universal screening. Even if it's a pain in the butt sometimes, I think it's worth it 
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because I do think you're going to identify kids that you would not ordinarily 
identify without that. I know I have. 
Another educator participant described her experience with a young Latina student who 
had a qualifying score in a universal screening test which trigger the identification 
process: “Both parents and the child [speak Spanish], she's bilingual, and she was 
[scored] qualifying on the kindergarten NNAT, and again, I really appreciate that [our 
district] does the kindergarten universal screener. It's amazing.” 
Educators also shared experiences wherein they felt the technology use during the 
universal screening was a barrier specifically when the technology used for the test is the 
first experience students have had on that device when the kindergarteners were taking 
the NNAT (universal screener in this particular district):  
Educator Participant 8: Right, first time using Chromebooks was for this test for a 
lot of my kindergartners. 
Educator Participant 7: That, but also, another thing I have a problem with is we 
might be teaching them how to use a computer. We're asking them to do 
something they've never done before. I don't feel like we've really explained it 
enough, either. So if they really understood what we're looking for and they've 
done some practice with some shapes ... Not the ones off the test, not going into 
it. I think that's another problem, and I've always felt like there were some kids 
that I really thought if they just understood what I was asking them to do, they 
would do better. 
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Yet another educator described an experience where the universal screener helped to 
confirm a general education teacher’s initial thought about potential giftedness in a 
young, Latinx student:  
Well, the NNAT, that was the trigger, and then the teacher was like, "You got to 
check this kid out, he's way ... probably three years ahead of everybody else.” So 
then I gave him the observation [checklist], and then the SIGS. And then I think I 
did [administered the] ITBS, the Math first, and then I did [administered] 
Reading. He's way ahead and was identified gifted.  
One educator described her experience testing young gifted students from historically 
underrepresented populations and the barriers she faced: 
Because you know how long it takes to adequately assess a student and give [it to] 
them... Especially our younger students, they're not accustomed to the type of 
assessment, and sometimes the first time you do an assessment on them…you 
have to go back with a different battery and have them try again, which is 
interesting. I've had students who took the CogAT, especially on our 
underrepresented population, the CogAT does not yield the results the KBIT does. 
I don't know if it's an intimidation piece of the assessment, or if it's the style of 
assessment, the group versus individual. 
The time it takes to administer tests is also an issue that educators brought up when 
working as a gifted education teacher across several schools. One teacher explained that 
she, “tested [using universal screening test] between 850 and 900 students this fall.” 
Another educator explained her experience using the General Intellectual Ability pathway 
for gifted identification which only requires one qualifying cognitive score.  
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But I would like to talk about a student of whom I have who is an American 
Indian and scored [in the qualifying gifted range] on the second grade NNAT. 
[He] had no outstanding teacher SIGS, and had some reading challenges, and just 
froze in the ITBS. Giving him the ITBS was really hard, and finally we just 
stopped. And the math teacher hadn't recommended him for the math ITBS. So I 
think he may have been one of the first who we identified under the [GIA] 
exception while we were in that class and I was working with my [district gifted] 
coordinator at the time. 
 Parent/Guardian also described instances in which testing was interpreted as a 
barrier or a support during the gifted identification process. One parent/guardian 
participant described his positive experience of cognitive testing for his son and how 
having access as a previous district employee to the district’s gifted department affected 
the experience:  
You have to pay for our own testing, but I have a friend who is a psychologist. 
She did the testing for us. She did the testing right there in our music room and 
stuff like that, so it was very comfortable for him [his son]. But he had the do the 
testing and so that's why I think it was different [than the experience with his 
other son], because I had these other resources that I could call on. So when we 
were looking at the testing, so I'm going in and I'm researching the testing, 
because I know I had done some things, just some small things, with our gifted 
department. So I was friends with them, so I could go down and ask them. Even 
when we got the tests back, I would go and say, "All right, so this is what I got. 
Tell me what this means." And so I had several people to be able to do that with. 
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So we went through that, because my concern was generally in a lot of the tests 
there's a racial bias in the test. So if you have to be in the 97th percentile, but 
there's two, three points of racial bias that could be in the tests, then he could 
actually be in the 97th percentile but not make it because of the racial bias. So we 
asked about that. 
Another parent shared her experience in the testing process and her thoughts about 
universal screening which was based on her experience: 
What they've got to do is they've got to follow through and implement universal 
testing correctly. Instead of waiting on teachers to recommend, they just need to 
test kids. They just need to test them because they may be gifted or they may not 
be, but you don't know if you don't give them that opportunity. So I don't know, 
for my son, when he was identified early on, he really flourished. 
Elements of the testing process also emerged within the survey responses. Educators and 
school staff reported that 61% of the students they were considering during the survey 
were identified gifted through the use of the universal screening at their school district 
(see Figure 4.8). In addition, the most common response to the question regarding 
suggestions to improve the identification process based on educator experience was the 
need for Culturally Responsive Assessments and Assessments in students’ native 
language (See Figure 4.22). The second most common response was the opinion that 
more variety of assessments was needed to successfully identify young, historically 
underrepresented students as gifted.  
Composite Descriptions of the Phenomenon 
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An essential element of phenomenological research is the composite description. 
For this study, the researcher “wrote a composite description that presents the ‘essence’ 
of the phenomenon, called the essential, invariant structure” (Creswell, 2013, p. 82). This 
section describes the underlying essence or structure of the phenomena and is of utmost 
importance in the phenomenological data analysis process. Polkinghorne (1989) indicates 
that readers should walk away from this passage thinking, “I understand better what it is 
like for someone to experience that” (p. 46). The researcher chose carefully to utilize a 
composite first-person narrative as the structure for the composite descriptions. Wertz et 
al. (2011) indicate: 
The composite first person narrative is a reflective story…It is interpretation by 
the researcher in several important ways: through her knowledge of the literature 
regarding the phenomenon under enquiry, through listening and hearing the 
stories told by the informants, and through her own reflexivity during the process. 
(p. 2) 
 
Two composite first person narratives were composed: one aligned to each of the 
research questions regarding the experience of the phenomenon of the identification 
process of young, gifted students from historically underrepresented populations through 
the point of view of educators and parents. The following narratives were written using 
the first person “I” pronoun which is “essential to the method...indicating the composite-
informant in the first-person sense as someone who typifies the general experience within 
a living and situated context” (Wertz et al., 2011, p. 3). The content of the narratives is 
“not a simple re-telling” and as the researcher purposefully incorporated themes that 
emerged from the study, the literature review regarding the phenomenon, and the 
reflexive process by the researcher (Wertz et al., 2011, p. 2). “Embedded in the language 
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is a discovery of what matters to the narrator, the listener, and the society and culture at 
large (Lawler, 2002; Wertz et al., 2011, p. 2). 
 All four themes that emerged from this study were embedded into the composite 
first person narratives: advocacy for the gifted, young historically underrepresented 
student, barriers to identification for gifted, young, historically underrepresented students, 
cultural mismatches between school and home cultures, and testing for identification as a 
barrier and support for gifted, young, historically underrepresented students.  
The Educator Composite First-Person Narrative 
 I always begin the school year with a sense of excitement as I review my caseload 
of gifted students. In addition to serving gifted students, I have the important task of 
identifying students as gifted. This year, like all the previous years, I am working part 
time as a gifted teacher at several schools. I strategically plan my time to ensure I am 
meeting all elements of compliance as well as serving gifted students and identifying new 
students. The schools I work in have a variety of demographics, but I notice each year 
that many more students from my higher socioeconomic school and from dominant 
culture are being identified as gifted. I wonder how I can help identify students from all 
demographics, but the strain of my time and resources often takes over and I am left 
feeling helpless and without direction. 
 I administered my school district’s cognitive universal screener this fall for all 
second graders. I noticed one student, who identifies as Black, scored in the 96th 
percentile. I know this is a qualifying score toward gifted identification and I decide to 
investigate further. In his files, I notice he also received a qualifying score in kindergarten 
in the 95th percentile. This is only my second year at this school, so I am unsure how this 
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student was overlooked. I do not have any referrals from his previous teachers, who were 
all White females, and I have no record of his family contacting the school regarding 
gifted information or support. I decided to reach out to his current teacher and parents. 
His teacher indicated she saw no evidence of giftedness. When I spoke to his parents, 
they were excited to hear from me, but were unaware of gifted programming at our 
school or any elements of the identification process. They eagerly agreed to complete the 
nationally normed observation scale as the next step in the gifted identification process.  
 About a week later when I return to this school, I scored the observation scale. 
This student had a qualifying ranking in math. The next step was for me to administer an 
achievement test in math. I reached out to the parents again and sent a letter home 
indicating the process for testing. His dad asked who would be administering the test and 
wondered if there is someone who knew his son or shares the same culture as him could 
administer the test. I acknowledged his point and its importance but explained that there 
was no one other than myself (a White female teacher who has never met this student) 
who could administer the test. The parents were disappointed but accepting of this and I 
thanked them for bringing up this point. I intend on speaking to my bosses about this 
issue when we have another department meeting. 
 A couple weeks later I received the district-provided, nationally normed 
achievement test to administer to this student. One hurdle was scheduling an acceptable 
time to pull this student from class. Since his teacher already held the belief that he 
wasn’t gifted, she didn’t seem very supportive of moving him forward in the 
identification process. I had a meeting with her to explain the identification process, so 
she had a better understanding of how and why the process works. She was slightly more 
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open to me scheduling a time to test him, but it took much longer to get set up than I 
would have preferred. During the testing, this student was initially a bit timid since this 
was the first time we met, but he was eager to take the test. The following week I 
administered the second section of the math exam. I sent the test to my supervisor to be 
scored and I received the scores about a month later. He scored in the 99th percentile in 
math and I was able to formally identify him as gifted in math. The process took a little 
more than three months from start to finish to identify this student as gifted. This was a 
product of my effort and advocacy to move him forward in the process. In all, it is more 
accurate to say that it took over two years to identify this student as gifted because he had 
a qualifying cognitive scored in kindergarten that was overlooked. While I truly love my 
job, I can’t help but to feel like I am never doing what feels like “enough” to improve 
equity within the identification processes. I know something needs to change, but I’m 
stuck with limited time and resources and feeling like we are failing our underrepresented 
gifted student populations. 
The Parent/Guardian Composite First-Person Narrative 
 My daughter has always seemed a little different than her siblings and peers. First, 
our family is from Mexico and it is important to me and partner that our children learn 
Spanish. Our daughter, even though she’s the youngest, was able to code switch the best 
between English and Spanish. We were always so impressed that she only needed to be 
told the meaning of a word once and she could use it immediately when her siblings 
needed several repetitions.  
When she was three, she started reading the books (both in English and Spanish) 
that her six-year-old brother was reading. I never taught her to read, she just learned it on 
 132 
her own. She was also obsessed with puzzles and loved having all her DVDs in 
alphabetical order. She would immediately notice if someone moved them around and 
this would upset her. I also noticed that tags on clothing or having the lines of her socks 
not feel “right” would cause her to get extremely agitated. If I didn’t help her remedy this 
issue, it would affect her mood all day. Preschool was tough because she was often in 
time out for disruptive behavior. I thought maybe she was bored because the teachers 
were very focused on everyone learning their letters and shapes when my daughter was 
able to read and do addition and subtraction along with her second grade sister. It would 
have been very rude for me to try to approach her teachers and insinuate that they were 
not appropriately meeting her needs, so I never even considered that as an option. 
When my daughter started kindergarten, I decided to approach the principal at the 
beginning of the school year about my concerns so it would not seem that I was 
ungrateful to her current teacher. This would allow me to get a head start on the issues 
from preschool and set my daughter up for success. The principal met with me after I 
requested several times. He mentioned something about “gifted” which I had never heard 
before and connected me to a teacher for gifted students. This teacher is not in the 
building every day, so it took me a couple weeks to meet up with her. She was helpful 
and told me that in a month my daughter would be taking a test that all kindergarteners 
take to determine giftedness. I accepted this information but was concerned that my 
daughter’s behaviors may flare up before then and it would affect her school experience.  
A month later, she took the test and it took another month to get the results. She 
scored in the 99th percentile. This seemed like the highest score she could receive, so I 
assumed she was going to be seeing the gifted teacher or be automatically receiving extra 
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support. I made several calls to the teacher, but she was never in the building when I 
called. I reached out again to the principal to talk about the test. The principal directed me 
back to the gifted teacher because he stated he did not know enough about the gifted 
identification process to be helpful. After several weeks of trying, I was able to get in 
contact with the gifted teacher. She told me that her score was good, but she was not 
identified as gifted yet. This was confusing to me and I was left feeling very deflated. I 
am an educated person who has a great job, but I am stuck with misunderstandings about 
an educational process that could significantly improve my child’s educational 
experience. This whole process seems very unfair and it is negatively impacting my 
child’s chance at success in school. 
The gifted teacher let me know that my daughter’s teacher would be completing 
some rating form about my daughter. This was concerning to me because the teacher 
does not share the same culture as my family and already views her as a disruptive 
student. I advocated for someone else to complete the rating form. The gifted teacher 
agreed to this and asked the teacher who supports her English Language Development 
(ELD) each day, and is also Mexican, to complete the form. A few weeks later I was told 
that she was rated very high in reading. I agreed for her to take a reading test, but I 
wanted it to be administered by the same ELD teacher and in Spanish since I believed 
that to be my daughter’s strength. This took some convincing, and I had to copy the 
principal in my emails to document my request, but the gifted teacher agreed to train the 
ELD teacher to administer the reading test. A couple months later we received the results 
and she had scored in the 95th percentile. I also received a letter stating that she was now 
identified as gifted in reading. This is great news, but I am still unsure as to what this 
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means for her education and how it changes what she will be doing in the classroom. 
Additionally, she is still working well beyond her peers in math and continues to struggle 
behaviorally in the classroom. The journey to getting my daughter the appropriate 
support she deserves has only just begun. 
Summary 
The researcher presented the results from the secondary data request, surveys, and 
focus groups in Chapter Four. The methodology aligned to the phenomenological 
research approach was utilized for the data analysis as described in Chapter Three and the 
methodology was elaborated upon within this chapter. The emerging themes were 
discussed in relation to the research questions without implications of the research. In 
Chapter Five, the researcher will present implications and recommendations for future 
research as well as limitations of the study and an analysis of the phenomenon through 








CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION 
 In Chapter Five: Discussion, the researcher presents the “following elements: a 
summary of the study, discussion of the findings, implications for practice, 
recommendations for further research, and conclusions” (Lunenburg & Irby, 2008, p. 
225). The purpose of this phenomenological study was to examine the implications of the 
low numbers of identified gifted young, historically underrepresented students. The 
groups considered underrepresented for the purpose of this study were American Indian 
or Alaskan Native, Latinx, Black or African American and Native Hawaiian or Other 
Pacific Islander as determined over years of Office of Civil Rights data (United States 
Education Office for Civil Rights, 2018). Young students are those in second grade or 
younger. This study was designed to provide a better understanding of the phenomenon 
of the gifted identification process for gifted, young, historically underrepresented 
students through the experience of educators and families who have participated in the 
process. Implications and recommendations will aid in the work toward creating more 
equitable identification policies for the districts, state, and the nation. Presented through 
the lens of Gifted Critical Race Theory, this chapter contains the results and implications 
of this phenomenological research study conducted to answer the research questions: 
• What are educators’ experiences of the gifted identification process of 
young, historically underrepresented students?   
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• What are parents’ experiences of the gifted identification process for their 
young, historically underrepresented child?   
This chapter provides a comprehensive summary of the entire study. The results 
presented in Chapter Four provided the foundation for the implications and 
recommendations presented in this discussion chapter. Connections to the theoretical 
framework are presented along with limitations of the study and suggestions for future 
research before the chapter is summarized. 
Response to Research Questions through Theoretical Framework  
 This phenomenological study was centered around two research questions: (1) 
What are educators’ experiences of the gifted identification process of young, historically 
underrepresented students? (2) What are parents’ experiences of the gifted identification 
process for their young, historically underrepresented child?  The data collection occurred 
in three different school districts: one rural, one suburban, and one urban. Participants 
were educators/staff within the district who are involved in gifted identification of young, 
historically underrepresented students or parents of identified gifted, young historically 
underrepresented students. Data collection included a survey (one for educators and one 
for family), focus groups (separate for each group), and a secondary data request from 
each district to determine the number of identified gifted students in each school district 
disaggregated by race/ethnicity and grade level. The discussion of the responses to the 
research questions are centered around the theoretical framework of GiftedCrit™ as it 




Critical Race Theory: GiftedCrit™ 
Critical Race Theory (CRT), more specifically GiftedCrit™ (Greene, 2017), was 
used as a theoretical lens throughout this study. Yosso (2006) defines CRT in education 
as “a theoretical and analytical framework that challenges the ways race and racism 
impact educational structures” (p. 74). Ledesma & Calderón (2015) state, “From issues of 
pedagogy, curriculum, to leadership, policy, and school politics, CRT in education 
highlights the persistence of racism across education” (p. 207). When considering the 
underrepresentation of gifted students of color through the lens of Critical Race Theory, 
the researcher worked to uncover racial injustice in action within gifted education.  “CRT 
challenges White privilege and refutes the claims that educational institutions make 
toward objectivity, meritocracy, color-blindness, race neutrality and equal opportunity” 
(Yosso, 2006, p. 74). Capper (2015) states:  
CRT scholars in education moved the research on race in education (Tate, 1997) 
and educational leadership (López, 2003) from a racial deficit perspective to 
unearthing the prevalence and persistence of racism within society and 
reproduced in education and schools (race is endemic to society). (p. 795)  
 
Other scholars have worked to reveal the institutionalized racism within gifted 
education (Hurt, 2018; Herr, 1999). Robin Greene (2017) first trademarked the term 
“GiftedCrit™” (Gifted Critical Race Theory) in her doctoral research project: “Gifted 
Culturally Linguistically Diverse Learners: A School-Based Exploration.” Greene (2017) 
remarks that while CRT in education has been explored by many researchers, the specific 
lens of gifted education has not been utilized (p. 37). In her description of this 
intersection between gifted education and Critical Race theory, Greene (2017) explains: 
GiftedCrit™ must be used to analyze gifted culturally linguistically diverse 
learners’ ability to obtain property and the system-wide mechanisms that support 
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or hinder access. Once the field has begun to uncover those mechanisms, then 
research-based recommendations can be made so as to change the practice of 
teachers and administrators; thus impacting the learners. (p. 210) 
 
The purpose of this study was to examine the implications of the low numbers of 
identified gifted young, historically underrepresented students. Throughout this 
examination, the researcher analyzed this population’s ability to “obtain property” and to 
reveal the “system-wide mechanisms that support or hinder access” in order to make 
recommendations to change of policies and procedures that affect the identification of 
young, historically underrepresented gifted students (Greene, 2017, p. 210). These 
system-wide mechanisms and processes (racial injustices) are described through the 
themes resulting from the collected data.  
“As a framework, CRT is at its best when its lens is directed at identifying racism 
and the racialized nature of different aspects of education,” in this case, gifted education 
(Tichavakunda, 2019, p. 652). Lewis Terman pioneered the idea that a high Intelligence 
Quotient (IQ) equated a level of genius or giftedness (Kaufman, 2012). While the IQ test 
was the long-standing single identifier of giftedness, the conception of the ability to test 
intelligence was born out of racist ideology and deficit thinking including Terman 
himself stating that “The intelligence of the average Negro is vastly inferior to that of the 
average white man” (Long, 1923, p. 26). Many scholars have hypothesized that the 
intelligence testing was used to support early scholars’ racist beliefs and have had a long-
lasting impact on the identification of gifted, historically underrepresented groups 
(Ladson-Billings, 1998; Tate, 1996). While Terman publicly made the racist comment 
above nearly 100 years ago, the effects of systemic racism in gifted education have not 
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been erased by time alone. While some progress has been made, this does not reverse the 
racial injustice of the past century in regard to gifted education.  
As the researcher described in Chapter One, underrepresentation in gifted 
programming by historically marginalized groups persists in the United States, the state 
of Colorado (see Table 1.1), and the three districts in which this data was collected (see 
Figures 4.1 through 4.15). Furthermore, the underrepresentation worsens when data is 
disaggregated to consider the students in pre-kindergarten, kindergarten, first, and second 
grades (see Figures 4.1 through 4.15).  
As gifted scholars witness the increase in diverse students in the nation (and those 
that should be in their gifted programs), their needs, and their barriers to programming, 
the lens of Critical Race theory is incredibly valuable to the field (Borland, 2013; Ford & 
Trotman, 2001; Ford & Grantham, 2003; Ford et al., 2008; Greene, 2017, Worrell, 2007). 
This phenomenological study investigated the experience of the identification process. 
“Not listening to the lived experiences and histories of those oppressed by 
institutionalized racism” limits gifted education scholarship and the ability to make 
changes in the structures that have limited equity and inclusivity (Yosso, 2005, p. 71). By 
utilizing the theoretical framework of Critical Race Theory, more specifically 
GiftedCrit™, the researcher was able to describe the relationship between the lived 
experiences of the gifted identification process of young, historically underrepresented 




System-wide Mechanisms that Support or Hinder Underrepresented Students’ Ability 
to Obtain Property: Educators’ and Families’ Experiences 
 The experiences of educators and parents/guardians involved in phenomenon of 
the gifted identification process for young, historically underrepresented students was 
detailed in Chapter Four. The researcher analyzed the data, codes, and subsequent themes 
from district staff/educators’ and parents’/guardians’ experiences. Through this analysis, 
the researcher determined ways in which the phenomenon of the gifted identification 
process for young, historically underrepresented students contributes to elements of 
systemic racism in gifted education and which system-wide mechanisms support or 
hinder young, gifted students from historically underrepresented populations to obtain 
property (become identified as gifted in order to participate in gifted programming). The 
following four themes were determined throughout the data analysis: advocacy for the 
gifted, young historically underrepresented student, barriers to identification for gifted, 
young, historically underrepresented students, cultural mismatches between school and 
home cultures, testing for identification as a barrier and support for gifted, young, 
historically underrepresented students.  
 Advocacy. Through the data collection process, educators/district staff and 
parents/guardians provided their experience with the phenomenon of the gifted 
identification process for young, historically underrepresented students. Advocacy of 
students was a theme that emerged throughout the entire process. Educators provided 
examples of their advocacy efforts for students to be identified gifted who were in second 
grade or younger and from historically underrepresented populations. One educator 
remarked, “I think we have to be the advocates for the children, for the students, and it's a 
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lot of work like that. Give them the most opportunities possible to show what they 
know.” Separately, a different educator indicated nearly the same thing, “Well, I think 
that our role in the identification process is that we are the primary advocate.” 
While advocacy at face value may seem like an asset for young, historically 
underrepresented gifted students, it is the lack of awareness of gifted programming and 
inconsistent, sometimes completely absent, communication regarding the identification 
process and gifted programming as reported by parents that contributes to need for 
advocacy from educators and family members alike. A parent/guardian participant stated 
plainly, “We need to know how we can help our child.” Another parent/guardian echoed 
this when she stated:  
I think for a parent who had no background knowledge, I mean just knowing that 
that was an option within our district, I had no idea. And then just knowing the 
whole process, I mean I felt like I was in the principal's office the whole time 
because I didn't understand. And I have a master’s degree, so I felt disempowered 
in that sense where I should know these things, but I didn't. And I'm also in this 
space of, "I don't really even want to ask these questions," because I felt 
uncomfortable because I was guilty and shaming myself as a parent that I should 
know these things. 
The advocacy that was described was out of necessity. Several parents described feeling 
disenfranchised throughout the process. The gifted identification process, especially for 
young, historically underrepresented students and their families, in Colorado designed in 
a way that does not easily lend itself to outsiders infiltrating without incredible effort. 
This is an example of the systemic racism that Critical Race Theory begs attention must 
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be paid. The system of gifted identification is designed (whether purposeful or not) to 
limit access to identification and programming (obtain property).  
 Barriers. The next theme that emerged was related to barriers in the experience 
of the participants of the phenomenon of the gifted identification process. Time and 
resources were the two barriers educators shared within their experience. One educator 
shared:  
Sometimes it's crazy difficult. How can I get 16 ITBS's [Iowa Test of Basic Skills, 
an achievement test used for identifying gifted students] done in the fall? I had 16 
kids who were lined up for first grade ITBS, and I remember talking with [my 
district gifted coordinator], I'm like, "I don't have time to do this, I'm going to 
have to do it in February." She was gently encouraging and supporting. So, I 
shoehorned it into my schedule to give these 16 kids the ITBS. I couldn't do it all 
at once. But I'm still glad she pushed me, because I think we identified like five 
kids from that. 
When sharing her experience about working as a gifted teacher supporting several 
schools, another educator stated, “We need increased GT specialist support at the same 
school and have it be continuous.” This sentiment was repeated by many educators/staff 
members in both the survey and focus groups. 
One of the system-wide mechanisms affecting this issue is the lack of state policy 
that mandates gifted support at each school within the state. Within the rural and 
suburban districts in this study, gifted support is delegated to a general education teacher 
taking on the responsibilities of the gifted “programming” (limited mostly to compliance 
tasks like writing advanced learning plans and administering universal screeners) with a 
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district gifted coordinator overseeing them. The urban district in this study has a gifted 
support model that was put in place by the district to ensure that every elementary and 
middle school has a minimum of a quarter-time gifted teacher position while the high 
schools create site-based gifted support teams with support from the gifted department in 
the central district’s office. Gifted support within each school in a district is completely 
up to the determination of the district and the support varies widely across the state. 
Historically underrepresented students continue to be identified at low rate due to 
a variety of system-wide mechanisms including the lack of state direction and district 
policies to establish a baseline of gifted support regarding the implementation of a gifted 
support teacher at every school. According to the Exceptional Children’s Educational Act 
(2013), in the 2010-2011 school year the Colorado Department of Education began 
requiring each Administrative Unit (AU) to “employ or contract a person who is 
responsible for: management of the program plan and professional development 
activities” related to gifted education (CDE, 2018, pp. 108-109). This person may take on 
many roles in the district with gifted support being only one aspect of their job. The state 
law (ECEA) does not indicate any requirement or policy related to whether this person 
should be full time in this position only. The state does provide grant money to fund part 
of the district gifted management position (CDE, 2017a, p. 3).  
Additionally, the state law does not mandate that gifted teachers have the state 
offered gifted education endorsement on their teaching license. “Qualified personnel with 
endorsement or an advanced degree in gifted education are preferred in specific programs 
and classrooms consisting of mainly gifted students” (CDE, 2018, pp. 108). The lack of 
established policy for gifted teachers in each district contributes to the systemic racism 
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that persists in gifted education identification and subsequent programming. Leaving it up 
to the districts and AUs to decide whether or not they will provide qualified gifted 
support as a separate position in each school is a systemic failure that is contributing to 
the underrepresentation and racism that persists in the gifted education.  
Parents indicated lack of awareness and a void of communication as the main 
barriers in their experience of the gifted identification process for young, historically 
underrepresented students. Parents reported not knowing about gifted programming 
unless a teacher or staff member directly told them: “And just awareness. Just from a 
district standpoint. And it was tough for me to find that program, but if it was just off a 
whim from his speech teacher [that we found out about gifted programming].” Another 
parent/guardian participant explained that the postal mail system is not being utilized to 
spread awareness of gifted identification and programming:  
I don't remember getting anything in the mail or anything like that…They have 
the ability to actually get everyone in their mailing area, but I think they only mail 
for the people who are on their lists that are already in the system [already 
identified gifted], so then they miss people. 
Yet another parent/guardian indicated the necessity to advocate to get information 
regarding the identification process: “We had to contact the Dean, get the information, 
figure out the dates. It wasn't posted, but she had emailed us the stuff we asked for.” An 
educator shared a similar sentiment when admitting that there is a lack of information 
being sent out to parents: “They're not given the information to know how to navigate, to 
know how to ask for the help. I think providing that information early on would be really 
valuable.” 
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 Systemic mechanisms are at play that are hindering these young, historically 
underrepresented gifted students being identified gifted (obtain property: participate in 
gifted programming). The system of gifted identification in Colorado was designed for 
people who already have the information to navigate the process. And it is the people 
from the White, dominant culture whose children continue to be overrepresented in gifted 
programming. 
Cultural Mismatch. The third theme to consider through the lens of GiftedCrit™ 
is Cultural Mismatch. “Broadly, cultural mismatch theory asserts that inequality is 
produced when the cultural norms in mainstream institutions do not match the norms 
prevalent among social groups which are underrepresented in those institutions” 
(Stephens & Townsend, 2015, p. 1304). In Chapter Four, the researcher provided one 
parent’s experience with the identification process within this theme. The student and 
family were asked to come to a school they had never visited in order for the student to 
take a test with an older white male. The testing was less than ten minutes long and the 
man told the family that their kid was not gifted. She explained: 
I mean, my son was the only one in pre-school reading, he was an incredibly high 
achiever. When he was 18 months old, he was doing puzzles. It just seemed 
bizarre. But okay, whatever. I'm not one of those parents that's going to say, "No, 
you're wrong. My child's perfect." That's not me. One thing that I really hated 
about the testing piece is that as people of color, relationship is so important, and 
you want me to just hand my kid over to some stranger who doesn't look like 
them, or sound like them, and expect them to do really well on a test? Because 
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who would? To me, I wish I would have asked more questions about how the 
process was on behalf of my student. 
This parent describes not wanting to speak out against the GT teacher and insist that her 
child was gifted. In fact, she went on to explain that he was identified gifted a few 
months later once he transitioned to kindergarten when the school started the 
identification process on his behalf (and without her knowledge). As she stated, she was 
not going to argue about a test result to a school authority. This is an example of cultural 
mismatch when considering the following: 
Among Latinos, teachers are expected to advocate for all of their students and to 
know what is best for them as part of their caring role as teachers (Lopez, et al., 
2000; Padilla et al., 2005). This is often in stark contrast to what Latino parents 
find in American schools where teachers may not advocate for and believe in 
every student. Each of these values make it more difficult and culturally foreign 
for Latino parents to press for and advocate for their children against teachers and 
other school personnel. (Hill, 200, p. 110) 
Another parent expressed dissatisfaction with the amount of advocacy she felt was 
needed in order for her son to get identified gifted at a young age: 
I'm telling you, we had administrators and stuff like the principal at the time in the 
school that he was in before we switched schools. She said, "You're just his 
mom." We had to fight all that time to get just the necessities. That's what's so 
hard for me about gifted education, special education and just education in 
general for our Black and Brown children. That's what is so challenging for me. 
It's like why do they have to fight just to get the necessities when their White 
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counterparts, that's unheard of? … They've got to stop telling us that our Black 
children can't achieve. 
When the gifted identification system is set up in a way that requires historically 
underrepresented populations to advocate for their children and feel as though they would 
be going against the authority of the school, this is a mismatch between the dominant 
culture and some of the underrepresented populations for whom this is not deemed 
appropriate in their culture. The persistent cultural mismatch evident in the experience of 
these participants only serves to exacerbate the problem of under-identification of 
historically underrepresented gifted students.  
 Many experiences from educators included an acknowledgement that there is a 
huge advantage in accurately identifying young gifted students from historically 
underrepresented populations when the teacher’s culture is the same as the student who is 
going through the gifted identification process. “Untrained White teachers are likely to 
have misconceptions about gifted students of color that prevent them from identifying 
these pupils as gifted” (Morgan, 2019, p. 159).  One educator explained: 
I find that my students of color don't always score as well on them [nationally 
normed observation scale for gifted identification completed by the teacher] if 
they're rated by a dominant culture teacher, which is why I really find our dual 
language teachers to be a huge asset. They're all fluent and I think it's just 
culturally, I think you see the students in different way than maybe I see the 
students. I think there's a different perspective in behaviors that they see, and how 
they portray their giftedness. I think that's a huge asset. 
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Speaking to the same type of issue, a parent/guardian indicated, “I think that they could 
do a better job of getting assessors of color, teachers of color, even the psychologist to do 
the cognitive testing, that would make a huge difference for kids.” Both sets of 
participants described their experience with the cultural mismatch of dominant, white 
culture teachers providing information or testing young gifted students of color versus 
ensuring the teacher is from the same culture in order to have a more accurate assessment 
of the student.  Morgan (2019) presents a wealth of information and research that 
supports the idea that having more teachers (and assessors) of color in the identification 
process can significantly impact underrepresentation in gifted education:  
Some of the reasons for the underrepresentation of students of color include 
shortages of teachers of color and inadequate methods of identifying students for 
gifted education… The shortage of African American and Hispanic teachers 
contributes to the problem because teachers of the same race as their students are 
more likely to perceive their students favorably than teachers of a different race. 
For example, the findings of a recent study supported the idea that assigning 
teachers of color to teach students of the same race leads to an increase in positive 
subjective assessments with regard to behavior and skills (Nicholson- Crotty et 
al., 2016). Earlier studies revealed similar findings (Dee, 2005; Ouazad, 2014). 
Many studies suggest that not having teachers of color reduces minority students’ 
opportunities of being placed in gifted education. For example, Grissom and 
Redding (2016) found that having non-Black teachers lowers Black students’ 
chances of receiving gifted education in subsequent years. Some research showed 
that Black teachers held higher expectations of Black students than White 
teachers did (Ford et al., 2008; Gershenson et al., 2016). This difference is 
significant because low teacher expectations are strongly associated with the 
underrepresentation of minority students in gifted programs (Ford et al., 2008) … 
And Harold O. Levy (2017), former chancellor of New York City schools, 
mentioned that when Black students have Black teachers, they are three times 
more likely to get placed into a gifted program. Thus, the lack of students of color 
in gifted programs is frequently a matter of racial bias. (p.157) 
 
 The cultural mismatches that have emerged in the data for this study provide one 
of the many factors inhibiting these young, gifted students from historically 
underrepresented populations from obtaining property (being appropriately identified 
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gifted). This is just one element of the dilemma of underrepresentation that continues to 
plague the gifted education field. 
Testing for Gifted Identification as Both a Barrier and a Support. The fourth 
theme related to the testing process as a barrier and a support was evident in the 
responses to the survey and the focus groups by both categories of participants. 
Implementing a universal screening process can also reduce the racial bias that tends to 
occur when students of color are placed in gifted education primarily through teacher and 
parent referrals” (Morgan, 2019, p. 160). The use of a universal screening cognitive exam 
in elementary school (where all students in a single grade take a cognitive test) as 
encouraged by the Colorado Department of Education is a step toward the elimination of 
the barrier of relying on teacher recommendation (i.e. teacher bias) alone for initiating the 
gifted identification process for young, historically underrepresented populations; 
however, the results to not match the intention. In describing an experience of identifying 
a young student from a historically underrepresented population, the following educator 
indicated: 
She would not really have gotten that far without that initial kindergarten 
universal screening. Even if it's a pain in the butt sometimes, I think it's worth it, 
because I do think you're going to identify kids that you would not ordinarily 
identify without that.  
While many educators remarked at being “grateful for the universal screening in the 
district,” as a means to better identify young gifted students from historically 
underrepresented populations, the secondary data collected from the districts indicates 
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underrepresentation that all but stayed the same year to year from 2014 through 2019 (see 
Tables 4.1 through 4.15).  
The gifted education representative at each of the participating school districts 
indicated they had been using the universal screener for all the years in which data was 
pulled. The urban district provides the testing for all students in kindergarten, second 
grade, and sixth grade, while the suburban and rural districts test in second grade and 
sixth grade. The Naglieri Nonverbal Abilities Test (NNAT3) and the Cognitive Abilities 
Test Form 7 (CogAT7) are the two most widely used universal screening instruments in 
Colorado and all the districts in this study used one of these two tests as their universal 
screener (Colorado Office of Gifted Education, 2019, p.15).  
While “implementing universal screening procedures can be an important tool in 
ensuring fair access to gifted and talented services for CLD students” it is not the single 
solution to the issue of underrepresentation (Lakin, 2016, p.147).  Through the secondary 
data, it is evident that the identification rate for underrepresentation populations is not 
increasing despite the use of the universal screeners. As evidenced through the discussion 
between educators in the focus group, the use of technology in the universal screening 
can be a barrier in itself. Those students who have had previous access using an iPad or 
Chromebook (or with whatever technology the test is administered) are at a huge 
advantage to scoring higher on the test. The students do not have the burden of learning 
how to use the device in order to access the information.  
Furthermore, it is important to remember the difference between the content in the 
CogAT7 and NNAT3 which are used in the participating districts and across Colorado. 
According to its publisher, the NNAT “provides a nonverbal, culturally neutral 
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assessment of general ability ideal for diverse student populations” (Pearson Education, 
2019). This 30-minute, timed test only assesses nonverbal ability, oral directions are 
provided in English and Spanish, and no reading or writing is required to complete the 
test (Naglieri & Ford, 2005). In contrast to the NNAT’s single domain assessment, the 
CogAT contains three separate batteries: verbal, quantitative, and nonverbal within which 
there are three related subsections (Houghton Mifflin Harcourt, 2019). The timed test 
does include verbal instructions. It also has a Spanish language audio option. Reading is 
required within the verbal section and the test is timed (Houghton Mifflin Harcourt, 
2019). Students who are taking this test who are non-native English speakers and/or have 
not have previous practice and access with the technology are at an immediate 
disadvantage in being able to score in the qualifying range for gifted identification.  
Despite test creators’ claims to have the reliability to identify students of color at 
the same rate as white students, disproportionality persists (Naglieri & Ford, 2005; 
Lohman, 2011; CDE, 2018). While the data related to underrepresentation was publicly 
available at the state level, the secondary data request further reveals that the 
underrepresentation worsens at the younger grade levels in each of the three districts by a 
larger margin (see Tables 4.1 through 4.15). For example, in 2014-15 school year in the 
urban district, 57% of the student population identified as Hispanic while only 39% of the 
gifted students were gifted. Digging deeper, only 10% of all the identified 
kindergarteners were Hispanic and 74% of the kindergarteners identified were White 
(even though only 22% of the district student population is White). Five years later while 
the district continues to use universal screening each year, the data is nearly identical in 
the 2018-19 school year: 54% of the students are Hispanic, 36% of the identified gifted 
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students are Hispanic, and 13% of identified gifted kindergarteners are Hispanic. 
Seventy-five percent of the identified gifted students in kindergarten are White while the 
district’s White population is at 25% for the 2018-19 school year. This is another 
example of how on the surface, it seems the state and school districts are making strides 
toward more proportional representation in gifted programming by using a universal 
screening tool, but the data speaks louder than the intentions. Students of color are still 
supremely underrepresented in all three of these districts and the universal screening is 
not proving to make the promised gains. 
Educators expressed their frustration with the universal screening process in 
regard to the use of technology for young students and how she believed it impacted the 
process. 
Educator Participant Four: One thing that I think is a problem with the NNAT is 
the technology. Kindergartners may have used iPADs before, and then all of a 
sudden, there aren't enough, so I need to do it on the computer. Not only do I need 
to do it on a computer, I need [the students] to use a mouse. And so they get in 
there, and I'm teaching them how to use the mouse before they take the test. 
Educator Participant Six: Another thing I have a problem with is we might be 
teaching them how to use a computer. We're asking them to do something they've 
never done before. I don't feel like we've really explained it enough, either. So if 
they really understood what we're looking for and they've done some practice 
with some shapes ... Not the ones off the test, not going into it. I think that's 
another problem, and I've always felt like there were some kids that I really 
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thought if they just understood what I was asking them to do, they would do 
better. 
The lack of experience with the technology needed to complete the universal screener is 
demonstration of the dominant culture’s capital affecting test scores. Tramonte and 
Willms (2010) explain: 
The essence of cultural capital is that its effects are institutionalized (Lamont and 
Lareau, 1988; De Graaf et al., 2000): schools are places where codes from higher 
socio-economic status groups are recognized and where the possession of cultural 
capital is rewarded… Parents hold and manage ‘static’ cultural resources, which 
they share in the household with their children. The ‘static’ attribution indicates 
that it is relatively constant, perhaps even more so than income or level of 
education. (p. 209) 
 
This overview provides a generalization about the cultural capital which affects 
gifted identification. More specifically, technology as a barrier in the identification 
process can be explained through this idea as well.  
Cultural capital is not just inherited or possessed by the middle class, but rather it 
refers to an accumulation of specific forms of knowledge, skills and abilities that 
are valued by privileged groups in society. For example, middle or upper class 
students may have access to a computer at home and therefore can learn 
numerous computer-related vocabulary and technological skills before arriving at 
school. (Yosso, 2006, p. 76) 
 
Understanding how to use a mouse on a desktop computer or how to operate an iPad 
successfully are privileges that some students come to school with dominant cultural 
capital and this plays a role in the underrepresentation of gifted students through the 
barrier of technology used to assess students. All cultures have their own unique cultural 
capital that is valuable. “CRT shifts the research lens away from a deficit view of 
Communities of Color as places full of cultural poverty or disadvantages, and instead 
focuses on and learns from these communities’ cultural assets and wealth” (Solórzano & 
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Solórzano, 1995; Valencia & Solórzano, 1997; Villalpando & Solórzano, 2005; Yosso, 
2006). The barriers that some students face in the gifted education identification process 
benefit those students who come to school with the dominant (White middle-to-upper 
class) cultural capital. “It can be argued that the Gifted and Talented program is primarily 
about recognizing and rewarding dominant cultural capital despite Government rhetoric 
to the contrary” (Reay, 2004, p. 84). 
Implications  
 The results of this study have implications across many levels. When considering 
the social justice, the results from this study imply that without real changes made to 
increase identification in underrepresented populations, the inequities and systemic 
racism within gifted education will persist. The implications are presented in a concentric 
way starting with implications for the state’s school districts, then the Colorado 
Department of Education, and finally, the field of Gifted Education as a whole. 
School Districts in Colorado  
 Implications for the school districts and state of Colorado are vital to increasing 
equity in the identification process of young, historically underrepresented gifted 
students. First, the districts need to consider implementing policy and practice to actually 
identify students prior to kindergarten as two of the districts did not have anything in 
place to identify in preschool (as evidenced by the secondary data and conversations with 
the gifted directors at each district). As outlined in the Exceptional Students Educational 
Act (ECEA), the Colorado Department of Education does give districts the option to 
utilize Early Access (CDE, 2013). These options provide the student the ability to enter 
kindergarten or first grade one year sooner, but the student must be identified as Gifted 
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according to the ECEA (CDE, 2013). “Though there has been an early access rule in the 
Colorado statute since 2008, fewer than half of the school districts and AUs in the state of 
have opened their doors to admit and serve underage gifted learners” (Manning-Freeman, 
2017). If districts aren’t identifying students before kindergarten (and assuming they have 
adopted a policy to utilize Early Access), the student does not have a chance of being 
admitted early due to the fact that they are not formally being identified that young 
The research is clear: the earlier the identification, the better it is for the student 
(Fatouros, 1986; Huang, 2008; Delisle, 2014). “The goal of early identification and 
cultivating through early intervention is to enrich, prevent or minimize the physical, 
cognitive, emotional, and resource limitations of gifted young children who might be 
disadvantaged by biological, learning and environmental risk factors” (Huang, 2008, p. 
124). Delisle (2014) states “Children identified as gifted in preschool and kindergarten 
maintained their heightened abilities throughout their school years” (Delisle, 2014, p. 
133).  Neihart, Reis, Robinson, and Moon (2002) indicate that the failure to develop very 
young children’s talent has been linked to negative outcomes in cognitive, academic, 
affective, and social development. All students deserve to reach their full potential and 
early identification is a pivotal area in which school districts should work to improve 
policy and procedure. In addition, early identification has the potential to combat 
underachievement or lessen the turnaround time (Fatouros, 1986; Feiring et al., 1997). 
“Underachievement in gifted adolescents has been attributed to lack of support of these 
children during the early years by a number of scholars in the field” (Fox, 1971; 
Isaac,1963; Whitmore, 1979, 1981 as cited in Karnes & Johnson, 1991, p. 268).  Huang 
(2008) states “Early identification and cultivating to inspire the potential and nurture the 
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giftedness, provides appropriate development that makes success for young children” (p. 
125). An abundance of research and literature exists in support of early identification of 
young, gifted students and school districts must implement policy in order to meet the 
needs of our students. 
While the Colorado Department of Education does conduct systematic reviews of 
each AU’s gifted programming through Colorado’s Gifted Education Monitoring (GEM, 
previously known as the CGER), the standards that are being assessed relate to the state 
policy (Colorado Department of Education, 2019a). It is the state policy that the 
participating districts in this study are following, yet underrepresentation persists. The 
GEM is simply not enough to ensure equity. If the GEM were making an impact in 
accountability for identifying underrepresented populations at the rate proportional to 
their representation in the AU, the effects would be evident in the AU and state data. This 
is simply not the case. 
 School districts must conduct their own internal review using the results of this 
study consider improvements to early identification beyond the standard universal 
screening. Increased communication is one way to impact family’s knowledge of the 
programming. School districts should develop a comprehensive plan to provide 
information regarding gifted identification and programming to all families in the district. 
This should be provided in multiple languages and through a variety of modalities 
including postal mail, email, information available at schools in paper form, and available 
on all school and district websites. Community information meetings should also be held, 
with appropriate interpreters, to present information regarding gifted programming and 
identification. These meetings should be collaborative in nature and district leaders 
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should consider cultural values and norms when developing the structure and style of the 
meetings to minimize cultural mismatch. Conducting these meetings in addition to the 
physical and digital distribution of information provides for closed-loop communication 
which assists in avoiding misunderstandings by inviting families to ask questions, in 
person with appropriate interpreters, and get immediate answers that confirm the 
originally intended message. 
The acknowledgement of the existence and impact of cultural mismatch and 
dominant cultural capital has to be considered on a district level basis to make any 
meaningful strides toward social justice in gifted education and identification of 
historically underrepresented gifted young students. An equity audit specifically related 
to the gifted policies, procedures, and identification practices in the school district is an 
important element of this process. Additionally, a review should be conducted to 
investigate the use of technology for universal screenings in the district. A policy should 
be implemented that allows students to have practice time to get used to using the 
technology on which the universal screenings will be conducted prior to testing. Teachers 
of color must be actively recruited and retained in the school districts in order to 
positively impact gifted identification of historically underrepresented gifted students 
(Morgan, 2019).  
The researcher, who also holds a position as a gifted and talented coordinator in 
an urban district in Colorado, has the ability to immediately apply new learnings from 
this research. In order to better provide information regarding gifted identification and 
programming, the research is in the process of developing a comprehensive document 
(Procedural Safeguards for Families of Gifted Students) that is family-friendly and gives 
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information needed in order to adequately stay informed in the identification process and 
programming post identification all based on the state law as outlined in Colorado’s 
Exceptional Children’s Education Act (2014).  In addition, the researcher will be sharing 
results from this study with the gifted department in the district where she works and 
recommendations moving forward to impact the identification of young, historically 
underrepresented gifted students.  
Colorado Department of Education 
 The results of this study implicate that in order to increase identification for 
young gifted students from historically underrepresented populations, the state should 
implement a policy that requires gifted education support at every school in the state. 
This position should not be an extra duty to an already full-time teacher or administrator 
in the building. The state should enact a policy that requires at least a half-time gifted 
teacher position at every school in the state. This teacher should be required to have the 
gifted education endorsement on his or her teaching license or be in the process of 
obtaining it in order to qualify for the position.  
In addition, the state should purposefully recruit and work to retain more teachers 
and school psychologists of color. This will help mitigate some of the cultural mismatch 
and teacher bias when a teacher from a dominant culture is evaluating a student from a 
historically underrepresented population to determine giftedness (Morgan, 2019; Ford 
2014). Finally, the state should adopt the researcher’s document, Procedural Safeguards 
for Families of Gifted Students, at the state level and require distribution at the school 
and district levels (appropriately translated). By providing this information to families 
during and after the identification process, districts can be held more accountable for 
 159 
following the state guidelines. The results of this research indicate advocacy by 
parents/families and teachers is a huge part of the gifted identification process for young, 
historically underrepresented students. The Procedural Safeguards for Families of Gifted 
Students provides the information necessary to advocate for their gifted student. This 
would not require any financial burden and would provide the information necessary for 
families to ensure their child is receiving appropriate services during and after the gifted 
identification process. 
 Additionally, the Colorado department of education must provide more 
specific information on alternative assessments of uses of bodies of evidence for 
identification. Using academic portfolios or alternative screenings that are not the NNAT 
or CogAT for universal screenings must be considered. The current system is outright 
failing our historically underrepresented students and changes have to be made regarding 
policies for identification that all districts in the state are required to follow. 
Field of Gifted Education 
 Cultural differences have to be considered in order to make any changes in the 
identification of underrepresentation of young, historically underrepresented gifted 
students. The field needs to consider alternative assessments. Considering the NNAT3 
and CogAT7 are not producing the intended equitable results, different tests need to be 
investigated and considered. The results of this research indicate the universal screenings 
in the participating districts have not been effective in identifying more students from 
historically underrepresented populations and that the disproportionality in gifted 
identification is significantly worse in younger grades between racial and ethnic groups. 
Additionally, serious consideration of how teachers/district staff biases impact 
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identification, even within the bounds of the state policy should be taken. Training should 
be provided for anyone involved in the identification process regarding non-dominant 
culture characteristics of giftedness. Systematic changes must be made. GiftedCrit™ 
needs to be considered across the field as a way to identify issues that impact equity and, 
most importantly, to make real changes in the processes and policies that are currently 
providing unnecessary barriers to gifted identification and programming. 
Limitations 
 Limitations of this study arise from three areas: the study’s participating 
population combined with the time of year the research was conducted, cultural influence 
and researcher’s position, and researcher bracketing. First, it is possible selection bias 
played a part in participant’s willingness to participate in the study. Although the people 
who volunteered to participate in the survey and subsequent focus group may “appear to 
be equated to the nonvolunteers, their characteristics of higher motivation may introduce 
a bias that would invalidate reasonable comparison” or generalization to the population’s 
experience with the phenomenon of the gifted identification process for young, 
historically underrepresented populations as a whole (Best & Kahn, 2006, p. 157). 
Additionally, the time of year during which this research was conducted is considered a 
limitation. All focus groups and surveys were conducted in middle of December. This is a 
notoriously busy time of year in our country and may have affected the response rate. 
 While the educators who participated in the study were from various racial and 
ethnic backgrounds, the parent/guardian participants in this study all had children who 
were from historically underrepresented populations. “The cultural background of a 
researcher plays an important role in phenomenological inquiries. Cultural differences 
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may influence how [participants] answer interview questions” (Shi, 2011, p. 10). The 
researcher is a white female researcher, who works in the gifted department of an urban 
school district. It is important to consider that cultural differences between the researcher 
and the parent/guardian participant may limit the data collection.  
One specific element to consider is power distance of a culture which refers to 
“how less powerful members in a society accept the fact that power is unevenly 
distributed” (Shi, 2011, p.10). While the researcher remained professional to responses 
during focus group, it would be irresponsible not present the idea that the power structure 
in the United States favors White people and this could have contributed to the data 
collection process. As a reminder, the researcher worked as a Gifted and Talented 
Coordinator at the district level in a large urban district in the area. Disclosing this 
information, as required for bracketing, may have affected participant’s willingness to be 
open about experiences as the researcher was then perceived as a person in power. 
The third area of limitation to consider is bracketing. Often referred to as epoche, 
the concept of bracketing requires the researcher to suspend their beliefs, perceptions, or 
judgment of the phenomena being examined in order to fully analyze the perceptions and 
lived experiences as reported by the participants. “Bracketing is a method used by some 
researchers to mitigate the potential deleterious effects of unacknowledged 
preconceptions related to the research and thereby to increase the rigor of the project” 
(Tufford & Newman, 2012, p. 80).  While the research engaged in the process of 
bracketing both in person at the focus groups and through the reflexivity within this 
report, one could argue that it is impossible to truly, completely suspend one’s own 
beliefs, perceptions or judgment of the phenomenon when he researcher does work so 
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closely with it in a professional role. It is possible that a researcher without any 
foundational knowledge about the gifted identification process may have interpreted the 
results in a different way. The researcher is aware of this possibility and continued to 
strive toward objectivity and use participant quotes, paraphrases, and data in place of any 
assumptions or judgments. 
Recommendations for Future Research 
 This study has provided a foundation for the potential of several more related 
studies. First, this study is limited to the disaggregation of young students from specific 
historically underrepresented populations. This phenomenological study could be 
replicated to consider the intersectionality of the underrepresented students who are 
eligible for Free or Reduced Lunch (FRL). Families would have to self-report if they are 
eligible for free and reduced lunch as this is federally protected information that a school 
district is not allowed to release. Another way to gather participants would be through 
only recruiting parents/guardians and staff at schools with over 90% FRL rate and not 
asking families to self-report sensitive information. 
 A second recommendation for a future study is to conduct a narrative study 
interviewing parents/guardians or adult family members of students from historically 
underrepresented populations who had been through the gifted identification process but 
were not formally identified as gifted. Through the interpretation the stories participants 
shared, the researcher could formulate themes related to why students were not being 
identified as gifted. This could have a major impact on the field of gifted education that 
could help prevent future underrepresentation. 
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 Additionally, a quantitative study could be conducted that investigates the 
universal screening scores and the populations in which the students are scoring in the 
qualifying range for a gifted identification data point. This could be conducted in several 
districts where there is culturally, linguistically, and economically diverse populations of 
students. The results of this type of study may help provide districts information to 
indicate whether or not the universal screening is providing the intended results. 
 The last recommendation is for a study to compare the differences, if any, 
occurred between races/ethnicities in regard to the experience of the parents/guardians 
whose gifted child was identified at a young age and identifies as one of the historically 
underrepresented populations (American Indian or Alaskan Native, Latinx, Black or 
African American, and Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander). This could be 
completed through an additional transcendental phenomenological study that advocates 
for the flexibility in the methods used to investigate the phenomenon. This study would 
open up further questions related to why there is a difference in experiences in the gifted 
identification process between historically underrepresented groups (if there any). The 
results of this study could help frame additional recommendations to improve the 
identification process in the state. 
Conclusion 
“Unlike gifted education, our nation and schools are more culturally different than 
ever before” (Ford, 2014, p. 154). As young gifted students from historically 
underrepresented populations (American Indian or Alaskan Native, Latinx, Black or 
African American and Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander) continue to be 
identified gifted at a much lower rate than their White and Asian peers, it is imperative to 
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consider what tangible changes can be made to increase equity and decrease segregation 
in gifted programs (OCR, 2017; CDE 2018).  
Changes to identification practices and programming based on the results of this 
phenomenological study will positively impact equity in gifted identification process for 
young, historically underrepresented populations. This study sought to investigate 
educators’ and parents’ lived experiences of the gifted identification process for their 
young student from a historically underrepresented population in order to determine the 
implications for the low numbers of identified young gifted students within historically 
underrepresented populations. Participants’ experiences were interpreted through the 
theoretical framework of GiftedCrit™ to better understand the phenomenon and to 
provide implications from the results that would affect change in the field of gifted 
education. The four themes that emerged were advocacy, barriers in the identification 
process, cultural mismatch, and testing as a support and barrier to identification. The 
results of the study indicate a need for more explicit communication protocol to make 
families aware of gifted identification and programming. Hiring and retaining more 
educators of color, especially as gifted educators, will also positively impact the 
underrepresentation rates as will the consideration of the cultural differences in 
historically underrepresented populations that within the current systemic mechanisms of 
gifted identification are causing incompatibility. 
Gifted education and the disproportionalities that are evident is an issue of social 
justice in which we all play a part to make necessary changes. What happens if changes 
are not made? While Critical Race Theory posits that racism is endemic to our society, 
there are elements that the field of gifted education, and more specifically the state, does 
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have control over in the gifted identification process. A wealth of research exists on the 
effects of underrepresentation for students of color (Ford, 2014; Grissom & Redding, 
2016, Hurt, 2018; Levy, 2017; Moore et al., 2005; Peters, et al., 2019; Wright & Ford, 
2017; Wright et al., 2017). But what can you do about it? I challenge you to make a 
commitment to start small and make one tangible change toward increasing equity in 
gifted education. What is within your circle of influence? Can you create a 
communication policy and present it to your district? Can you hold a yearly parent 
meeting at your school to help spread information on identification and gifted 
programming? No matter your role in the education community, you have the potential to 
create change. I encourage you to initiate the conversation and dive into this work with a 
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Consent Form for Participation in Research Survey 
Title of Research Study: Gifted Identification in Young Underrepresented Populations:  
A Phenomenological Study  
Researcher: Meryl Faulkner, Doctoral Student, University of Denver 
Study Site: Your (urban, suburban, rural) district in Colorado 
Purpose 
You are being asked to participate in a research study. The purpose of this 
phenomenological research study is to examine the implications of the low numbers of 
identified gifted young, historically underrepresented students. 
Procedures 
If you participate in this research study, you will be asked to: 
• 1)  Complete an online (10 minute) survey through the secure Qualtrics platform 
• 2)  Option to continue on to a small focus-group interview of peers (teachers or 
parents) at a separate time. 
Voluntary Participation 
Participating in this research study is completely voluntary. Even if you decide to 
participate now, you may change your mind and stop at any time. You may choose to 
answer some or all of the questions in the interview. Your participation will remain 
anonymous throughout the study and you may discontinue your role in the study without 
penalty or other benefits to which you are entitled. You will be audio recorded during the 
interview process. If you do not want to be audio recorded, please inform the researcher 
so that only hand-written notes will be taken during the focus group. 
Risks or Discomforts 
There is minimal risk to the participants in this study. Due to the small size of the 
participant group, measures will be taken to ensure confidentiality. Inconveniences of the 
study may include the 30 minutes of time you will give for the interview as well as a 
minimal inconvenience for the short preliminary survey. 
Benefits 
Participation in the study will benefit the field of gifted education in regard to the 
promotion of equitable identification practices. Participation will contribute to body of 
research that exists to inform other researchers, teachers, administration, and 
policymakers about the experience of identification of underrepresented student 
populations. Understanding your lived experience of  the identification for your gifted 
learners will also allow school districts across the state and nation to better understand 
what is working and what improvements are necessary for increased equitable 
identification practices. 
Confidentiality 
The researcher will ensure that all names, including the name of the district, are given 
pseudonyms to keep your information safe throughout this study. Your individual identity 
will be kept private when information is presented or published about this study. No one 
beyond the researcher will receive identifiable data. The first part of the study consists of 
one online survey, which will take about 10 minutes. All surveys are completely 
anonymous. Access of all data will be limited to myself, the sole researcher in the study. 
The data from this study (surveys and interviews) will be analyzed and reported in a 
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dissertation for the purposes of an educational doctorate through the University of 
Denver.   
Before you begin, please note that the data you provide may be collected and used by 
Qualtrics per its privacy agreement. This research is only for U.S. residents over the age 
of 18 (or 19 in Nebraska). Please be mindful to respond in private and through a secured 
Internet connection for your privacy. Your confidentiality will be maintained to the 
degree permitted by the technology used. Specifically, no guarantees can be made 
regarding the interception of data sent via the Internet by any third parties.   The research 
records are held by researchers at an academic institution; therefore, the records may be 
subject to disclosure if required by law. The research information may be shared with 
federal agencies or local committees who are responsible for protecting research 
participants. 
Data that is obtained via recorded interview will be stored in a locked filing cabinet that 
is in a location only known to the researcher. The researcher will work in a secure 
location while analyzing data. All data will be used for the purpose of understanding the 
findings of the study and will not be used to disparage or discredit any member of the 
school district communities in which the research takes place. All recordings will be 
destroyed within two years of collection. 
The research records are held by researchers at an academic institution; therefore, the 
records may be subject to disclosure if required by law. The research information may be 
shared with federal agencies or local committees who are responsible for protecting 
research participants, including individuals on behalf of Dr. Norma Hafenstein. 
Questions 
If you have any questions about this project or your participation, please feel free to ask 
questions now or contact Meryl Faulkner at 720-934-2277 or 
meryl.a.faulkner@gmail.com  at any time. You may also contact my advisor, Dr. 
Norma Hafenstein at 303-871-2527 or norma.hafenstein@du.edu. 
If you have any questions or concerns about your research participation or rights as a 
participant, you may contact the DU Human Research Protections Program by emailing 
IRBAdmin@du.edu or calling (303) 871-2121 to speak to someone other than the 
researcher. 
Please take all the time you need to read through this document and decide whether 
you 
would like to participate in this research study.    
• Yes, I have read the above consent form and will participate in this study by 
completing the following survey. (1) 
• No, I will not participate in this study. (2) 










Parent/Guardian Survey Questions in English and Spanish:  




























































































Focus Group Interview Protocol 
Thank you so much for spending the time to meet with me, completing the survey, and 
for signing the consent form. Before we begin, do you have any questions about the 
consent form, the interview, or the audio recording of the interview? This interview 
consists of open-ended questions that I encourage everyone in the group to share their 
responses and engage in a discussion together, so let’s begin. 
Project: Gifted Identification in Young Underrepresented Populations:  A 
Phenomenological Study  
Time of focus-group interview: 
Number of participants: 
Teachers or Parents/Guardians: 
Date: 
Place: 
Interviewer: Meryl Faulkner 
Interviewees: 
Role of Interviewees in the district (families or educators): 
State: The purpose of this phenomenological study is to examine the implications of the 
low numbers of identified gifted young, historically underrepresented students. Thank 
you for volunteering your time today to share your experiences with the identification of 
your child (or student). As a reminder, you and your child’s identifying information will 
be kept confidential throughout this process. 
 
Questions:  
1. First, we’re going to spend time allowing each person in the group to describe 
their experience with the gifted identification process of their child (or student for 
teacher interview). I encourage you to ask each other clarifying questions and 
engage with the person who is sharing their experience. The format of this session 
is conversational. It is not meant to be a listening only session. Would anyone like 
to volunteer to begin? To frame the first discussion, please tell us about your child 
and describe your experience of your child’s identification of giftedness in 
Colorado. 
Possible Follow Up (Clarifying) Questions 
a. Please tell us more about ___________. 
b. Could you clarify what you mean by __________? 
c. Can you describe ________________ in more detail? 
d. Can you be more specific? 
e. How did __________ feel? 
f. Does anyone in the group have any other follow-up questions? 
(Repeated for all members of the focus group) 
2. What contexts or situations have influenced or affected your experiences of your 
child (or student’s) identification of giftedness? (Creswell, 2013, p. 80) 
3. Would anyone like to add anything else that helps us understand your experience 
of the gifted identification process?  
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Thank you for volunteering your time today. I appreciate your willingness to participate 
in this research study. Your participation will help improve identification practices in our 
state especially for young, historically underrepresented groups of gifted students. Please 











































































Timeline of Research 
July 2019 – Completed proposal hearing and submitted package to DU’s IRB 
August 20, 2019 - Submitted research applications to school districts’ IRB or research 
approval pathways 
August 21, 2019 – Received approval from rural district 
October 8, 2019 – Received approval from urban school district 
November 21, 2019 – Received approval from suburban district 
December 2, 2019 – Survey link sent out by the participating school districts in their 
approval channels 
December 9, 2019 – Survey sent out a second time in all three districts 
December 16 - 21, 2019 - Conducted focus-groups interviewing respondents at each 
district who indicated in the survey a willingness to participate 
December 2019 - March 2020 - Analyzed data and wrote report 
 
